189826 






jaekwad’s Oriental Series 


Published under the Authority of 
he Government of His Highness 
he Maharaja Gaekwad of Baroda 


Genkhal Editor : 

B. Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D. 


No. LXVl 


SHABARA-BHASYA 

Vol. I 


ADIIYAYAS I-m 




SHABARA-BHASYA 


Translated into Eufjlisli by 

GANOANATHA .7 HA 


[N THRKK VOLUMES 
V"or.. 1 


ADHYAYAS I-IIT 


1933 

Oriental Institute 
Baroda 



. . r.n 

' ' ' ; 
i »■ 

V-' ‘I 

.t 

! 




tl 


Od 

11 Pro 


(i? . C ^ 


Printed by P. Knight at the Bfiptist Mij^sion Press, 41, Lower Circular 
Road, Calcutta, and Published W^cnoytosh Bhattacharyya. 
Director, Oriental Institute, Baroda, on behalf of 
the Government of His Highness the 
Maharaja Gaekwad of Barofla 
at the Oriental Institute, 

Baroda. 


Price Rs. 16-0-0. 



PREFATORY NOTE. 

Twenty- five years ago, when F started work on ‘Indian Thought*, in 
collaboration with tlio late Dr. George l^hibaut, it was our ambition that we 
should between ourselves, eomplotethe translation of the ‘ Bhasyas * of all the' 
six Darshayms, — with the ox(ie)3tion of eoui*se of the Bhasya on the Sankhtja- 
Sutnis which had already been done long before wo e.aiue to the fii*ld. It is 
therefore a happy day for me, — my esteemed colleague is not lnTe 
with »ne to share tlie happiness, — when 1 am able to see the fullilment of 
that ambition. The Bhiisya on the Vedan! a Sutras (Sliahkara and Hamainija) 
has lioen translated by Dr. 'Phibaut (published in th<^ Saci’od Books of the 
Bast Seri(^s) ; the Bhasya on the Vaishe^sikaSalrns — along with the Katvhill— 
has been translated by mt^ (published in the ‘ Pandit’, Benares) ; tlu.‘ Bhasya 
on the S ifdffaSutras — along with th(^ Vdrtika, — was translated by me (pub- 
lisluvl in the ‘Indian 'Phought*); the Bhasya. on the YoqaSulras wa.s 
translated by mo (pu])lished under th(} ‘ Thoosophical Publication Fund, 
Bombay) ; and now the BJitist/a on the Mhunnisu Sutras, translated l)y 
myself is lioing sent out to the world, in its Ptrst Volume. The earlier 
mimbers of ‘ Indian '’Phought ’ contained a very small part of the translation 
of Sliahara-Bhnsifa from the pen of Dr. Thibaut, but the attempt did not 
proceed any farther, on ac(Jount of his having boon transferred to tFie Galoutta 
Uni\'ersity, wh(>ro he did not find time to eontimK^ liis literary labotii's. 

Ft is a matter of satisfaction to mo that this wo?‘k of mine (perhaps the last 
in my pres(*nt lib') lias biMMi abk^ to secun’i a place in th(‘ * (Jaekwad's Oriental 
Series’, ft is a w<OI-known fact that much important work has been, and 
is b(‘ing, done at Baroda ; and it is ditliiuilt nowa.(ki\ s to find a publisher 
for a work that has the misfortune of appertaining to a field of seholarshi]) 
which, nev»M’ ‘ poptilar ’, is becoming ine.reasingly * unpopular ’ iinder the stress 
of the pn^ssing conditions of inodorn tilings. 'Plio <'neoiirageme,nt therefore 
that an Oriental Scholar receives at the liands of IT. IF. tlu? (hiekwad becomes 
all t\ie more ap\)reciate,cl. One lu)pcs that the, work offered \\ere to the 
world of s(‘holarship will be received with due indulgence, on account of 
the fact that Slmbara- Bhasya has been regarded as one of the most dilVicult 
‘ I5hasyas * by reason of its archaic language and cryptic style. 'Phe fact 
of its having heeii ificluded in the ‘ (kick Weld’s Series’ lends eneouragcfneut 
to that hope. 

'Phe other two volumes are in I’ress ; and from the (‘llieient manner in 
wliieh the Baptist Mission Press is doing the work, they may b(^ ex]^ei*ted 
to be ready in the course of the next two years. 

The inevitable ‘ Intniduction ’ dealing with ‘Chronology’ and other 
more or less s])eoulative matters, — along with the full Index, — will go with 
the last (third) Volume. 

My thanks are due in the first place to my late lamented friend, Balm 
Covindn-dilsa of Benares, wFio was ‘ the guiding spirit of my literary life’, and 
next, to Dr. Benoytosh Bliat*tacharyya, the talented editor of the Oaeku nd’s 



VI 


PREFATORY NOTE. 


Sei'ios for finding room for tho work in the Series ; — and lastly, but most 
of all, to H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad himself for the encouragement that 
is extended to tho world of scholarship through the work that is being dont 
under tlio Oriental Institute. 

I am specially beholden to my pupil and friend, Pandit Ksotresha 
Cliandra Ohattopadhyaya of the Allahabad University, who has carefully 
gone through the proofs and (what is more) supplied the reh^rences to the 
Vedic texts, — not an easy task, as all students of Miinainsa know, to their 
cost. 


^ Mithila GANGANATHA JHA. 

ALTiAHAUAD, 

15/A Jwwc, 1933. 
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ADHYAYA 1. 

PADA 1. 


Adkikara^^a (1): Propounding of' the Enquiry. 

.. T 

Next tfierefokk (comes) tue e^qciry jxto J)harma. 

Bhasya. 

The words of tlie Snfras are, so far as possildo, to be understood in that 
same sense which tliey are known to convey in common parlance ; it is not 
right to assume meanings for them on the basis of elliptical and other 
devices, -or to attribute to them any special technical signification. It is 
only in this way that all that would have to bo done would bo to explain the 
V'odic texts directly (with the help of the Sufras) ; otherwise (if w^o did not 
take the words of the Sutras in their ordinary sens(^), it would bo necessary 
for us to explain the extraordinary (technical) meanings of the words’ of t he 
Sulms themselves, and then the texts of the \’cda. This would involve a 
groat exertion. 

Objection : — ‘‘In common parlance, the term *afha \ ‘next’, is found to 
be expressive of sequence to an event; in the case of the present Sufm, how- 
ever, wo do not find any event ; and yet there must be an event in sequence 
whereto the enquiry into Dhurma would come in. it is only thus that the 
word * (ithn \ ‘ next’, could be taken in its ordiimry sense.” 

Answer : — Bcadinq of the Veda would be the rerpiired ecetU ; as it is only 
after Readiny the Veda has been accomplished that enquiry into Dhartna 
follows. 

Objection : — “It cannot be so; as it is possible to have an enquiry into 
Dtuir^na after some other event also, — even before the Readiny of the Feda.” 

Our answer to this is that the Teacher has used the term ‘ next ’ in 
reference to that particular kind of enqtfiry into J)harma which is not possible 
without the Readiny of the Veda . — WJiy so ? — Because in the course of tin’s 
enquiry there will be various kinds of discussion over \"edic texts (and until 
we have studied the texts there can be no discussion of them). Further, wo 
are not asserting that there is to be no enquiry into Dharnm prior to the 
Readiny of the Veda, and that the enquiry is to follow immediately after 
(Vedic Study). In fact, the single stnitonco (contained in the Sutra) could 
not deny the possibility of the enquiry into Dharuui before the Readiny of the 
Veda, and at the same time affirm the immediate sequence of the enquiry to 
the Readiny, if this were to be done, then there would be two distinct 
sentences (involved in the Sutra ) : the form of the sentence denying the 
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possibility of the enquiry into Dharma before the Reading of the Veda would 
have to be different from that affirming its immediate sequence to that 
Reading, For instance, the affirtnation in regard to the immediate sequence 
would be done by a sentence in the form *| the enquiry into Dharma is to he 
carried on\ after one has read the Vedas\ while the other (i.e., the denial of the 
possibility of the cn f[uiry before the Reading of the Veda) would be done by 
a sentence in the contrary form [viz. ‘enquiry into Dharma cannot he 
carried on before the Reading of the Ferfrt’J; and the author of the Sutra is 
going to declnre later on that it is only when a group of words expresses a single 
idea that it can be taken as one sentence [while under the proposed construe- 
1 ion, there are two distinct and contrary ideas J. 

Further, on the completion of the Reading of the Veda, there are two 
(ioursos open (to the student) : he may return home from the Teacher’s House 
(after gracj nation), or he may (continue to remain there and) carry on an in- 
vestigation into the moaning of Vedic texts ; and the advice (contained 
in the Sutra.) is that one should not leave the Teacher’s House; for if he 
did, how could ho investigate the meaning of Vedic texts ? 

Objection: — “If that is the case, then, the difficulty is that the Reading 
of the Veda is not found to be mentioned as the necessary precursor (of 
enquiry into Dharma) ; as a matter of fact, the injunction is to the cfToct 
that ‘Having read the V'eda, one should take the Hath (which indicates the 
end of studentship) ’ ; under the circumstances, after having studied the 
Veda, and thus having to perform the Final Hath, — if one were to (postpone* 
the Bath, and) carry on the enquiry into Dharma, one would be transgress- 
ing the said injunction; and certainly it cannot bo right to transgress an 
injunction.” 

The answer to this is as follows: — ^We shall certainly transgress the 
injunction, when we find that by not transgressing it we would bo making 
the Veda, which is highly useful, entirely useless [by not studying the mean- 
ing of the texts]. The useful purpose served by the X'^eda has been found to 
be that it makes known to us our duties; persons learned in sacrificial lore 
do not speak of any useful result following from the more rending (of the 
text). Even though there are passages which appear to speak of such 
rasult, they are mere hortatory exaggerations (Artluivdda) ; this is going to 
be made clear under Sutra 4-3-1, where it is declared that- — ‘in regard to 
the acts tending to the preparation of substances, the declaration of results 
should be taken as ArUmvdda, being meant, as they are, to be subservient to 
other purposes [i.e. purposes of the sacrifioe|*. — Then again (in the injunc- 
tion ‘Having studied the X^eda, one should take the Bath’), the immediate 
sequence of the Bath to the Reading of the Veda is not what is enjoined ; in 
fact, there is no term in the sentence expressing immediate sequence-, all 
that the past -participial affix ^ktvd' (in the word ^adhitya', ‘having 
read ’ ) has been laid down as signifying is the mere precedence (of the act 
denoted by the verbal root), and not the hnmediute sequence (of the next act). 
— Or, if immediate sequence wore really meant, then it would preclude all 
notion of the Reading serving a perceptible purpose. [If the student were 
to take the Final Bath, and go away immedialeld after reading the text of the 
Veda, then, he would have no time to acquire a knowledge of wliat is con- 
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tainecl in the Veda, and it is the acquiring of this knowledge which is the 
perceptible purpose served by the reading of the Veda]. Through the process 
of ‘ indirect indication’ we get at the following meaning (of the injunction) : 
As a matter of fact, it is not for any imperceptible (transcendental) purpose 
that the Bath has been enjoined; all therefore that the injunction can 
indirectly indicate is the cessation of all such restrictions as ‘ not- bathing ’ 
and the like (that are observed by the Religious Student), — such cessation 
being simultaneous with the completion of Vedic Study; what thus the 
entire meaning of the injunction is is that ‘ Having read the Voda, one should 
bathe,- — but one shall not ijo away from Ike Teacher's House' ^ — this further 
(implication) being necessary for the purpose of avoiding the contingency of 
the Bath being meant only for an imperceptible (transcendental) purpose. 

For those reasons, the full meaning of the term ^atha', ‘next’, is that 
* Having first accomplished the Heading of the Veda, one should ne;ct seek to 
know Dhanna\ We do not moan that enquiry into Dhanna should not be 
carried on after any other act (than the Rending of the Veda) ; all that we 
mean is that after having read the Veda, one should not hasten to take the 
Final Bath, he should immediately seek to know Dharmu, Such is the 
meaning of the term *atha *, ‘ next*. 

The term *atah', ‘therefore’, signifies reason, and refers to a definite 
fact; for example, in the sentence — ‘This country is one whore food is 
easily obtainable, therefore I reside here’. Similarly, ‘since the duly read 
Veda is known to be a reason for enquiry into Dhanna, therefore after the 
reading of the V^eda, Dhanna shoidd be onc(uired into’, — such is the mean- 
ing of the term ‘ therefore *. One who has not road the Veda could never be 
able to study the Vedic texts for the purpose of knowing Dhanna; '‘there- 
fore for this reason — one should seek to enquire into Dhanna after having 
read the Veda. Such is the meaning of the term ^ atnh ’, ‘ therefore’. 

The compound term * dharmajijndsd' (‘enquiry into Dhanna') is to 
be expounded as ‘ dharmdya jijndsd ’ (‘ wish for the knowledge of Dhanna') ; 
and * jijndsd' (‘enquiry’) is the ‘wish to know’, — “In what manner is 
the enquiry into Dhanna to be carried on ? ” — The (piostions to bo investi- 
gated are — (a) What is Dhanna ?, (b) By what is Dhanna indicated ?, 
(c) What are the right means of accomplishing Dhanna, ?, (d) What are 
the wrong means of accomplishing Dhanna ?, and (c) What is the end or 
purpose of Dharma ? The first two questions — ‘ What is Dhanna ' and 
‘ By what is Dhanna indicated ’ — have been dealt with by the single Sutra 
‘ Chodandtaksano' rtho dharmah ' (next Sutra) ; the remaining three ques- 
tions — ‘ What are the right means of accomplishing Dhanna ’, ‘ W’hat are 
the wrong moans of ju;complishing Dharnui', and ‘What is the purpose 
of Dhanna ' — the meaning of the last question being ‘ in what cases does 
the Dhanna subserve the purposes of man and in what cases is the human 
agent only a subordinate factor — are dealt with by the third and subsequent 
adhydyas. 

Objection : — “ Dhanna must bo something which is either known or not 
known. If it is known, then there need bo no enquiry into it; if on the 
other hand, it is something Hot known, then there is all the more reason why 
there can bo no enquiry into it. Thus the whole section dealing with 
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‘ enquiry into Dfmrmji ’ is absolutely futile. Or, is there any purpose in 
it?” 

A nswer : — As a matter of fact, learned men have held divergent views 
regarding Dharma : some people regard one thing as * J)hamia ’, some 
regard a totally different thing as ‘ Dfmnna\ Under the circumstances, if 
a man w’ore to undertake an act without due consideration, he might take 
up any one act at random and would thereby ruin himself and also incur 
c'V'il consequences. For this reason it is necessary to carry on enquiry into 
Dhanna ; specially as we declare that Dhanna endows man with the highest 
good. 

The next Sutra describees what this Dhanna is. 

i. 

Adhikara^ta i2); Definition of Dhanna. 

Dharma is that which is indicated bv (known by mkans of) 
THE Veda as conducive to the hjchest (sood. 

Wtasi/a. 

The term * Chodand' they use in tin* sense of the Injunct ire text i men 
are found saying ‘ I am doing this act on being enjoined (choditah) by the 
Teacher.’ — * Laksayia ’ is that by which something is indicated (pointed out) : 
for instance, when Jire is indicated by unwke, they say that smoke is the 
* laksana^ (indicator) of fire.— That which is indicated by the said Injunc- 
tive 1’ext is *artha \ ‘something conducive lo the highest good’; that is, 
it brings man into contact with his highest good ; -this is what we assert. 

As a matter of fact, if is the ^'edic Injunction whicdi is cai)able of 
inakbnj known (indicating) what is ])ast, present or future, also what is 
subtle or hidden or remote and such like; this cannot bo done by any organ 
of sense. [Ihit what is indicated or made known by the \’odic text is only 
an act, sowething to he done, or things coimectod with that act, and not an>’ 
acconijAished thing ; — sa>'s lijuviu}al(l\. 

Objection : — “ It is possible that the Veda may say wliat. is wrong or 
false; just as it is possible for an ordinary assertion, — such as ‘there are 
fruits on the banks of the river’-— to be true or false. [So that the 
proposition that the ‘Veda brings happiness to man’ would be doubtful; 
l)ecause the Veda is in the form of words, and words are found to be true as 
also false; hence there can be no certainty or confidence in what the \>da 
may assert; that is, there can be nothing of which tlie Veda could be 
regarded as the ‘ laksana' or the means oj right cognition]. ’ 

Our answer to the above is as follows; — -There is self-contradiction 
involved in the assertion that “ the Veda asserts, and assorts what is false”. 
When the Veda is said to ‘ assert *, what is meant is that it makes known, 
— i.e. becomes the means of something being known ; wfien something 
becomes known on the presence of some means, this latter is said to 
make the former known. Such being the case^ if on the presence of the 
Veda, it actually becomes known that ‘ from the Agnihotra follows heaven’, 
— how can it be said that such is not the case [ i.e. heaven does not follow 
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from Agnihotra ] ? J f such wore not the cfise, how could it be spoken of as 
hecomhKj known ? To assert that a tiling does not e.rlst and yet becomes known, 
involves a contradiction in terms. Then again, the idea brought about by 
the assertion ‘Desiring heaven, one should perform sacrifi(50s’ is not an 
uncertain one; i.e. it is not in tho form ‘heaven may or may not follow 
from the performance of sacrifices’; [in fact, the idea is a definitely 
certain one that heaven does Jollow ), and when this is cognised for certain, 
it cannot be false, 'I’hat cognition (or idea) alone is false wdiich, having 
appeared, becomes sublated by the notion ‘such is not the actual case*; 
the idea in question (that heaven follows from tlie ptu’formanco of sacri- 
fices) is never found to bo so sublated at any time, or in regard to any 
person, or under any circumstances, or at any place. Hence it follows 
that it is not false or wrong. 

As regards tin? assertion of ordinary men, if it emanates from a trust- 
worthy person, — or if it pertains to something that is directly perceived by 
the senses, — it must be true; if, on the other hand, it emanates from an 
untrustworthy person, — or if it pertains to something that cannot be 
perceived directly by the senses, — then it is unreliable, proceeding as it docs 
merely from tho mind of a human being. 13ecauso such a thing (which 
is not perceptible by the senses) cannot be known by men except by means 
oi words | and the words of an untrustworthy person cannot be reliable]. 

( Dharnui being soin(*thiug not perceptible by tho senses, it can be known 
only by means of words, — and those words, to bo entirely reliable, should 
not 1)0 such as ])roceed from a human source, which is not absolutely 
roliiible, by reason of the inherent incapability of tho human mind to 
comprehend things beyond the senses, j— It might be urgued that the man 
making the assertion had its sourco in tho iirovious assertion of another 
man. — Hut this previous assertion also would be as unreliable as the 
other one; and in regard to such things (as aro beyond the senses) tho 
words of men cannot be a reliable sourco of knowledge ; just as tlie words 
of persons born blind cannot bo a roliable source of know ledge regarding 
shades of colour. 

Ohjcclion : — “It is not possible for persons not knowing a thing to 
impart instruction about it; and ]Manu and others have actually imparted 
instruction (about Dharma); from this it follows that good men have 
possessed the knowledge (of Dharma) [Read * purasdlt^ for ‘ purasdt^ ; 
w’itli ^ punisdt\ the moaning would bo that ‘good men have learnt it from 
a human source’; this w^ould not go with the next sentence]; just as the 
fact that colour is apprehended by the eye is deduced only from the fact that 
the man sees it.” 

The answer to the above is as follows; — As regards instructions, they 
might proceed from illusion or wrong knowledge also. [Hence the very fact 
of human beings having imparted instructions does not necessarily prove 
that these iq^truclors possessed the rhjhl knowledge of Dharnui ] ; such 
instructions, in the absence of illusion.s, proceed also from the \'cda [and in 
the case of tho Veda there is no room for illusion or wrong knowledge, as 
there is no human agency# involv'ed, while in the case of human instructors, 
there is always a chance of mistakes and illusions and ignorance]. — But in 
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the case of teachings emanating from liiiman sources, the notion derived is 
ill the form, ‘ tliis man, the speaker, knows this thing to be so and so’, and 
not in the form, ‘ the thing is so and so ’ ; and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that the notion derived from human assertions is not always com- 
fiatible witli the truth; in the case of the Vedic assertion on the other 
hand, there is nothing to indicate its falsity. — “ There is the inference from 
analogy : Having found the human assertion to be false, wo infer, from its 
analogy, that the X'cdic assertion also, being an assertion (like the liuman 
assertion) must be false.” -It is not so; because the two cases are not 
analogous ; the falsity of one assertion cannot ]>rove the falsity of another ; 
simply booauso it is another (not the same, assertion) ; for instance, because 
Devadatta is dark, it does not follow that A'ajnadatta also is dark. Then 
again your idea that ‘ the Vedic assertion must be false because it is of the 
same kind as the human tisscrtion (which is found to be false) ’ is of the 
nature of an indirect inference based upon a premiss, while thc^ idea derived 
from the V’^edic assertion is of the nature of direct cognitioti ; and no 
indirect inferential cognition can have any validity when it is oppos(^d to a 
direct cognition. — From all this wo conclude that ‘ what is learnt from t he 
\'eda is conducive to the highest good.’ 

Objection : — “ If such is the case, then what should be on([uired into is 
somethimj that is conflucive to (jood [which must be a well-established entit.N’l ; 
what could be the use of enquinj into Dharnia | which is not a well-established 
entity, but something that has itself got to be brought into existence] ? ” 

The answer to this is that what is condacire to (food is exactly what is 
expressed by the term ‘ Dharma *. 

“ How are wo to know that this is so ? ” 

If a man performs sacrifices, he is called a * performer of dharma ’ 
{Ulharmika^ ) \ when a man does an act, he is called after that act; e.g. 
the person who does the act of P'uriji/inff |or cookhuj, if we accept the 
reading ^ pdvhakah' for * pdmkah'\ is called ‘the performer of purifica- 
tion’ ("pdvaka’) and one who performs the act of cuttimf is called ‘the 
performer of cutting’ {* Idvaka'), Thus it is that whut brings to the. man the 
hiffhest good is what is spoken of by means of the word ^ dhurma' [‘sacrific- 
ing’ brings the highest good to man, —and it is the act of sacrificing that 
is denoted by the term ‘ dhanmi ’ |. This is found to be so not only in com- 
mon parlance; in the \"eda also we find the j>assago — ‘ Vajiiena gajhamaga- 
janta deudh^ tdni dharmnni prathanidngdsnn^ . [‘ By sacrifice ^did tlw3 deities 

offer sacrifices, and these were the first dharmas' (Rgveda 10. Ifr) where 
what is denoted by the term *yaji' (i.e. the term ' ydjha\ ‘sacrifice’) is 
precisely what is sj^ken of as ‘ dharma ’. 

As a matter of fatd, the \''oda indicates both what is moral and what is 
immoral. — “ What is moral ? ” — That which is conducive to good, such as the 
J got ifipma and other acts. — “ What is immoral ? ” — That which leads to evil 
(sin), such as the Shyena, the Vajra, the Jsu and other (malevolent) acts. — 
Thus the Sutra has used the term ‘artha\ ‘what is conducive to good’, 
in order to preclude the possibility' of the Immoral act (which is not conducive 
to good) being included under the term *dharma^f 

Objection : — “ Why should the immoral act be so called ? ” 
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Reply : — Because it involves inflicting of injury, and the inflicting of 
injury has been forbidden. 

Objection : — “ How then is it that an immoral act (in the shape of the 
Shyeriu sacrifice, for instance) is enjoined as something that should be done ? ” 
The answer to this is that the Shyena and other such (malevolent) 
sacrifujes are nowhere found to be spoken of as what shoidd be done ; they 
are indic'ated only in the form that * if a man desires to inflict injury upon 
another, the performance (of the Shyena) would be the means for that pur- 
pose what the Vedic text says is only that ‘one desiring to inflict injury 
may perform the Shyena"* (cf. Sadvimslva-lirdhmiina 8. 1-2), — not that ‘one 
should inflict injury*. [The man is urged to undertake the performance of 
^he Shyena entirely by his desire to inflict injury, not by any Vedic text 
enjoining that act as what ought to be done.] 

Objection :• — “ The Siitra as it stands is not capable of expressing all this- - 
(a) that * Dhartmf is that which is indicated by the Veda, and not what is 
indicated by the senses and other means of knowledge’, (b) that ‘ Dharma is 
moral, not immoral’. Because the Sutra contains a single sentence; and it 
would involve a syntactical split of the sentence, if it were taken as ex- 
pressing the said two propositions.” 

The answer to this is that such syntactical split is objectionable only 
in cases whore the idea is meant to be expressed by a regularly formed 
sentence; and this is so only in the case of Vedic texts, not in Sutras ; be- 
cause a Sutra is understood to be merely indicative of what is gathered from 
other sources; so that it is only parts of propositions that are indicated 
(siitryale) in the Sutra ; in fa(5t that is why it is called a ‘ Sutra ’ (Aphorism). 
Thus it is that tlu^ present Sutra is to be taken as containing the parts of the 
two distinct propositions (mentioned above by the Objector), — Or, tho>S^u^m 
may l)e construed as containing the single proposition that * Dharma is that 
particular art conducive to the highest good which is indicated by the Veda ’ ; so 
that there is a single proposition [and there is no syntactical split involved]. 


ADHiKARAisfA (3) : Investigation of the Means of knowing 

Dharma. 

SOTRA (3). 

cT^sr r 1'^ 

The examination of its means [follows]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been declared by us that ‘ the knowledge of Dharyna is brought 
about by means of the Veda’ ; but that was a mere assertion; wo shall now 
proceed to examine the means of that knowledge: Is the Veda alone the 
means, or is there something else also ? Until this examination has been 
made, it cannot be kno^^n for certain that ‘ Dharma is that which is indi- 
cated by the Veda as conducive to the highest good’ (Sii. 2). 
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Adhik ARANA (4) : Dharma not amenable to such means of 
Cognition as Sense-'perception and the like. 

SUTRA (4). 

That cognition by a person which appears when there is con- 
tact OF THE SENSE-ORGANS IS ‘ SeNS E-PERCE PTION AND IT IS 
NOT A MEANS (oF KNOWING DhaRMA), AS IT APPREHENDS 
ONLY THINGS EXISTING AT THE PRESENT TIME. 

Bhasya, 

The examination (promised in the preceding Sutra) is as follows : — Sense- 
perception is not the means (of knowing Dharina), — why ? — because the 
character of Sense -porcoptioii is that it is ‘ that cognition by a person, etc.’ 
{su/rn) ; that is, it is that cognition which a man has when his sense-organs 
are in contact witli tho object cognised. — Dltaryrui however is something 
tliat is yet to come, and it does not exist at the time that it is to bo known ; 
— while Sense-perception is the apprehending of an object that is actually 
present and not non-existent at the time (of cognition) ; — hence Sense- 
perception cannot bo tlie means (of knowing Dharma). 

In the Sutra, no stress is meant to be laid upon either ‘cognition’, or 
the ‘ appearance or upon mere ‘contact’; the only factor meant to b(^ 
emphasised is tho fact of its being such as is possible only when there is 
contact between the .soise-oryan and the object, and not when there is no such 
contact between them. If stress were laid upon several factors, then there 
would be syntactical split. 

As for (the other means of Cognition,) Inference, Analogy, and Apparent 
Inconsistency, these also presuppose (are based upon) Sense-perception ; hence 
these also cannot bo the means (of knt)wing Dharma). 

Nor can Dharma bo amenable to ‘ Negation ’ | i.e. it cannot be regarded 
as non-existent ; because of the reason given in the next Sut.ra which indi- 
cates the real means of knowing Dharma]. 


Adhikarana (5) : Dharma cognisable by means of Verbal 

Injunctions. 

SUTRA (5).^ 

The RELATION OF THE WORD WITH ITS DENOTATION IS INBORN. — 

Instruction is the means of knowin(j it (Dharma), — 

INFALLIBLE REGARDING ALL THAT IS IMPERCEPTIBLE ; IT 
IS A VALID MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE, AS IT IS IN- 
DEPENDENT, — ACCORDIN(i TO BADARAYANA. 

Bhasya. 

* Autpattika'* (‘inborn’), — what we mean by this is ‘constant’. It 
is existence (presence) that is figuratively spoken, of as * origin\ What 
is meant is that the relation between word and its meaning is inaepar- 
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able, — It becomes the means of knowing \* jhdyaifi nnena iti jhdnam>^ says 
the Shlokavdrtika 5. 9] Dhurma in the shape of Agnihotra and such acts, 
which are not known by means of Sense-perception and such other moans 
of knowledge. — “How so ? ” — Because there is ‘ I nstriirtion ’ ; ‘ instruction ’ 
stands for the speaking of a particular set of words. [Thus it is the Wor(h 
in the form of Tnstructiou or Injunction, which is the means of knowing 
Dharma.] — Of this ‘means of knowledge^,’ there is ^infallibility" \ i.c. the 
cognition brought about by that means never fsils (is never wrong) ; when 
a cognition is not found to be wrong, it cannot he said with regard to it 
that ‘this is not so’, or * the real thing is not as it is represented by this 
cognition or ‘ the real thing is otherwise than what is represented in this 
cognition’, or ‘ it may he that the idea in the mind of tht^ speaker is differ- 
ent from wliat is expressed by his words’, or ‘the words used give rise to 
coritradictory ideas, representing the .same thing as existing and as non- 
existing'. — For these reasons (since cognition hrouglit about by words is not 
fallible), it is ‘a valid means of knowledge^ as it is independent'. That is, 
when a (iognition has been brought about by means of words, there is no 
need for any other cognition (to corroborate it), or of any other person as 
having the same (jogniiion. — The mention of * Bddardgana' means that 
‘ what is stated here is tho opinion of Badaniyana ’ ; and the name is men- 
tioned only for tho purpose of showing reverence to Badarayana, and it does 
not mean that what is stated is not the autlior’s (Jaimini’s) own opinion. 

There has been some confusion regarding tho exact extent of tho *Vrlfikiira- 
qrantha ’* introduced by Shahara on page 7, line IS, This conlnsion luis been duo to 
the Editor of Iho Bhasya (Bib. Ind. Ed.), who puts the words ‘ Vrltikaramatam 
•iiftnnptam^ (at the end of Bhasya, page 18, lino G) ; and to the Editor of the Shlokn- 
eartihi who has put the words * V rttikdragranthah samaptah" at the end of 20 
Karikas. 

As a inaiter of fact, the ‘ V rttikdragrantha'' starts with page 7, lino IS, and ends 
with the end of the Bhrisya on Sutra 5, page 24, lino 11. 

That all this rcpivsonts ^ V rttiknragraiitha' is l)ornc out by Mantiana IMishra 
who says in his Munathsu7iukramanikd — 

The * bahu-artha' spoken of here can only be all those philosophical topics 
that wc. find dealt with in the Bhasya (pages 7 to 24). If it had referreii only to what 
is said regarding the Pra^.vaA’snpramaaa, Mandana Mishra could have had no justifi- 
cation in speaking of it as ‘ bahu~artha,' ‘ many topics.’— Tho so -called ‘ Vrtti- 
kdramatam ’ in the Shlokavdrtika also deals with a part of Siitra 4 only ; and if this 
was all that was meant by the Vrttikdra, then tho Bhasya would have introduced 
it after Siitra 4 and not after Sutra .7. 

The interpretation of the V rttikdragrantha, according to this view, is as 
follows ; Siitra d puts forward the viow that it is not necessary to carry on a rletailed 
enquiry into the question of Praindna for Pharma. [In this case a na has to bo 
added to the Sutra which necessity has led I’rabhakara to the view that the 
Bhdpyakdra is quoting the ‘ V rttilcdramata' not with approval, but only as a view 
held by ‘others,* * para-mata']i and the reason for this lies in the fact that the 
exact nature of all Pramdnm, inediidiiig Shahda or Chodand is already well known. 
Against this the opponent urges ( Bhasya, pages 7, 1. 21 ) that examination is necessary 
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on account of the chances of error. — This objection is answered in the first half of 
Sutra 4, where the right perceptional process is described (this is obtained by trans- 
posing and Wf), and it is shown that Perception by itself is never erroneous, 
and must be accepted as valid until we discover some defect in the process leading 
tip to it. Similarly with Inference and the other forms of Cognition. — This goes on 
up to Hha^ya, page 10, line 10. — The upshot of all this is that all cognition is 
inherently valid. — Next the opponent raises the objection against the pramanya of 
Shabda specially (page 10, 1. 22). This objection — according to the Vrttikara — is 
embodied in the second ])art of Sutra />; and after a series of objections and 
counter-objections, the final conclusion on the point is stated on page IS, 1. 0. — The 
discussion regarding Atman also arising out of what occurs in the Vrttikaratnata, 
this latter ?nata must be taken as extending up to the end of Stlira .'5 (page 24, 
line 11). 

According to the Brhati and Rjuvimala, the Bhafiya does not approve of the 
explanation propounded by the Vrffikara: but according to Mandana Mishra, the 
Bhafiya has purposely introduced this explanation as it provides Shabara with 
the opportunity of dealing with many philosophical topics. 

The author of the Vrtti has explained the text beginning with Sutra (2) 
fi.e. Sutras 3, 4, and 5) in the following ontirol.x^ different manner |: — 

[The Siddhmita view propounded in the Sutra (3) is lhat| the means of 
(knowing Dhanna) need not he examined (Sutra 3) [The negativing ‘ has 
got to bo added in this case| ; because Sense-perception and the other Cleans 
of Cognition are all well known; and as for the Scripture (Shdstra, Veda)^ 
this also is iiieliided among those same Means of Cognition ; hence this 
latter also need not be examined. 

The argument against this is that the examination is necessary, because 
of mistakes; for instance, the shell is sometimes actually perceived as 
silver, which shows that Sense-perception is sometimes wrong; and if Sense- 
perception may be wrong, it follow's that Inference and the other Moans of 
Cognition, being based upon Sense- perception, may also be wrong. Such 
being the case, if one were to act entirely in accordance with the notions 
derived through the said Means of Cognition, — without an examination (re- 
garding the validity or otherwise of the means concerned), —ho would fail in 
liis purpose, and might, at times, come by what is undesirable. 

Siddhdrdin : — It is not so; as what is real Sense-perception is never 
wronfj; what is wrony is not Sense- percept ion. What is TGoi Sense-perception 
is explained in Sutra (4), which (being construed by transposing ^ sat' and 
"tat') means that ‘'Fhat Cognition is real Sense- perception {sat pratyaksam) 
which appears when there is contact of the sense-organs with the. object 
perceived (latsamprayoije)' •, that is to say, when the sense-organs are in 
contact with the object actually perceived, the resultant cognition of the 
man is real Sense -perception, — and it is not real Perception when the object 
perceived is different from that with which the Sense-organ is in contact. 
[So that in a case where the shell has been perceived as silver^ what is 
perceived is the silver while the eye is in contact with the shelly not with the 
silver ; hence this is not a case of real Sense -perception at all]. 

Question : — “ How is it to be understood that one perception appears on 
the actual contact (of the sense-organ) with tb,e object perceived, and 
another does not appear on such contact ? ” 
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Answer : — When it is found that at the time of the perception in 
question, there is no contact (of the sense-organ concerned) with any object 
other than the one perceived, it follows that the perception has appeared on 
the contact with the object actually perceived ; and when the contrary is 
the case, the perception is taken as following upon contact with something 
other than the object perceived. 

Question how can this bo ascertained, when, as a matter of 

fact, at the time that a person perceives tlie shell to be silver, ho thinks 
that his eyes are actually in contact with real silver ? 

Answer: — In cases where a perception is subsefpiontly followed by a 
siiblative cognition to the contrary — such as ‘ in reality it is not as I have 
perceived, my perception has been wrong’, — it is understood that the 
perception in question had appeared on the contact of the sense-organ with 
something other than the object perceiv'od ; while in cases where no such 
sublativo cognition apj)ears, it is undorstof)d that the perception luid 
appeared on actual contact with the object perceived. 

Question : — “ Row can this distinction be made before the appearance 
of the sublativc cognition ? Tn fact, at the time that the perception 
actually appears, there is nothing to differentiate a ritjht cognition from a. 
wromj one (until the subsequent appearance or otherwise of the sublative 
cognition).” 

Answer : — A cognition is wrontj, (a) when the mind is affected by some 
sort of (lera.ngoinent | the reading * vhnksurddihhth'* is apparently wrong; 
what is wanted is .some word expressive of a mental derangement], —or (6) 
when the sense-organ concerned (i.e. the eye) is beset by darkness or other 
.such disabilities, — or (c) when the object itself suffers from such disabilities 
as being too subtle (for ])ercoption) and so forth. While in cases where none 
of the throe (mind, sen.se-organ, and object) suffers from these defects, the 
cognition is riijht. What brings about a right cognition is the contact of the 
sense-organ, the mind, and the object; when there is no such contact, the 
cognition is wrong; hence what leads to a wrong cognition is a defect in 
(one or the other of) the throe factors (mind, sense-organ, and object) . 1 In 

place of ‘ iibhfifja', which means both, wo should have ‘ tritayn or some such 
word expressing three \; — when these are defective, the cognition becomes 
wroyig. 

Question How do you know this ? ” 

-It follows from the fact that on the disappearance of the 
defects, there appears the cognition which is recognised by all persons as 
right. 

Question “ Row is one to know if any of the three is defective or free 
from defects ? ” 

Ayiswer : "Kven on careful scrutiny, if we do not find imy defect, w^e 
should conclude that them is no defect, simply because there is nothing to 
show that there is a defect. 

From all this it follows that only that cognition is wrong the means 
whereof are defective, or.with regard to which there is a sublative cognition 
that ‘ it is wrong ’, — and no other cognition can be regarded as wrong. [And 



12 


SHABARA-BHASYA : 


as all cognitions are not wrong, as stated by the Opponent, there can be no 
need for any examination of the Means of Cognition in general.] 

[The Opponent next attacks the validity of Sense-cognition in general 
on the basis of 1 dealt 8'in \ — “ All cognition is baseless (without a real substra- 
tum in the external world), like dream-cognition. In the case of Dreams, we 
have found that Cognition has no real substratum ; — waking cognition, also 
in the form ‘ a pillar ’ or ‘ a wall * and so forth, is a Cognition ; — hence waking 
cognition also must be without a real substratum.” [This objection is 
introduced here with the view that if there is no real object in the external 
world, there can be no contact of the sense-organs with an object of percep- 
tion ; and hence no perception could fulfil the essential condition laid down 
in the definition of Sense-perception; which would mean that Cognitions 
are in their very nature wrong ; and hence an examination of the Moans of 
Cognition is necessary.] 

The cognition of the ‘pillar’ that one has during the waking state is 
positively determinate ; how then could it be wrong ? 

“In dream also the same cognition was equally positively determinate, 
before waking ; there is no difference in the character (of the dream-cogni- 
tion and the waking cognition of the ^)?7/ar).” 

It is not MO ; in the case of dream -cognition wo find that it is sublated 
(set aside, rejected, on waking), which is not the case with the other cogni- 
tion (i.e. waking cognition). 

** But from the analogy of the dream cognition, to which the waking 
cognition is similar, it may be presumed that ^tddation will follow in the 
case of the waking cognition also.” 

I’his presumption in the case of the waking cognition would be possible 
only if the falsity of the dream -cognition were due to its being a cognition. 
That is to say, if the falsity of the Dream-cognition were due to the fact 
that it cognises, i.e. apprehends, — then, inasmuch as waking cognition also 
is a cognition in the same sense, it could not bo said tJiat this latter is other- 
wise (i.e. not false). As a matter of fact, however, the falsity of the Dream- 
cognition is inferred from other reasons, such for instance, as the fact of its 
being sublated by a cognition to the contrary — “ How ? ” — When a man is 
sleepy, his mind is weak (inactive, not alert) ; and hence it is sleepiness which is 
the cause of falsity in the cognition appearing at the beginning and the end of 
sleep ; and during deep sleep, there is no cognition at all ; as it is only when 
a man is entirely unconscious that he is said to be ‘ in deep sleep ’. — From all 
this wo conclude that the cognition of the waking man is not false. — “ But 
during the waking .state also, there may be some defect in the instruments 
of perception (which would give rise to false cognitions).” — If there were 
such a defect it would be detected. — “ Even at the time of dreaming, the 
defect in the cognitive instrument is not detected.” — But in this latter case, 
on waking, the man realises that his mind had been beset with sleepiness [so 
that the defect is actually cognised in this case]. 

[The ‘ baselessness ’ or falsity of Cognitions cw cognitions has been rejected on 
the general ground that no cognition can be regarded an baseless or false unless it 
is found to have been brought about by means of defective Instruments. This is 



ADHYAYA I, ADHIKAllANA ( 5 ). 


13 


met by the Opponent with the assertion that cognitions have to be regarded as 
false or baseless, not only because they are brought about by means of defective 
instruments, but chiefly because they are devoid of a real external object,— hence 
there can be no real contact between the sense-organ and the object ; — hence there 
can be no valid perception which has been defined as Cognition brought about by 
the contact of the sense-organ with the object.] 

[There has been some confusion of thought in regard to the exact position of 
the two sections which have been called by the editors from ancient times, *Niralam- 
banavada ’ and * Shunyavada * ; which has led to the idea (a) that the portion of the 
Bhatiya preceding the words * shunyastu* deals with tho doctrine of Idealism that 
there is no real object in the external world, hence all cognition is baseless^ — and 
(6) that with the words ‘ ShUnyantu ’ the Bhasya introduces the doctrine of Nihilism, 
that nothing, not even Idea, exists. — But this interpretation of tho Bhasya is 
entirely wrong. From the last verse of the so-called ‘ Shunyavada * section of the 
Shlokavurtika it is clear that the whole of that section is meant to establish the 
reality of the external object, in confutation of the doctrine of Idealism, and the only 
argument in refutation of the doctrine of Nihilism is that ‘ when the reality of 
the external object cannot be denied, it is all the more unreasonable to deny the 
reality of the Idea or Cognition ’ ; so that tho Madhyainika doctrine of Shunyavada is 
not what is meant to bo directly introduced or attacked in the Bhasya beginning with 
the words * Shunyaatu*, which, in reality, is only a continuation of the refutation of 
tho doctrine that there is no real external object. This is made clear by the 
section of the Bhasya concluding with the words * Ato na niralarnbanah pratyayah ’, 

‘ for this reason, cognition is not devoid of a real substratum’. — The Brhati clearly 
says — “It should not be thought that the section of the Bh&sya preceding the 
words * Shunyaatu ’ has refuted tho denial of tho real external substratum of Cogni- 
tions, and tho section beginning with * Shunyaatu ’ proceeds to deal with the Mfidhya- 
mika doctrine of Nihilism. Because the ahunyata, ‘ voidrteaa ’, spoken of in the Bhasya 
is meant to be the voidneaa of the Cognition itself —i.e. the cognition is devoid of 
a real object, -and it is not that the idea or Cognition itself is denied.”- Accord- 
ing to Kumarila {Shlokavartika, Shunyavada, verse .3), tho question discussed in the 
Bhdaya beginning with * Shunyaatu * is — “ Is it a fact that Cognition is able to function 
only when such objects as the Pillar and the like have an existence in the external 
world — or is it that Cognition rests in itself as the object cognised, and not in any 
object extraneous to itself ? ” So according to this also, the Bhasya does not in- 
troduce here a sei^arate discussion of tho Madhyamika doctrine of Nihilism.] 

Opponent ; But as a matter of fact. Cognition is an empty void — [i.e. 
devoid of substantial reality or foundation in the external world]. — 
Why ? — Because we do not perceive any difference between tho form of the 
Object and (its) Cognition, What is perceived (by the senses) is the Cognition, 
hence we conclude that there is no form of any object apart from that 
Cognition itself.*' 

Answer : — This would be so if the Cognition had the form of the Object ; 
as a matter of fact, however, our Cognition is without form ; it is the exter- 
nal object that heis form, and is aotuallj^ apprehended as existing in exter- 
nal space. Then again, the objective of the Sense-cognition is the object, 
not another Cognition; and this for the simple reason that Cognition, having 
only a momentary existence (specially according to the Opponent, Baud- 
dha), could never continue till the appearance of the other cognition (of 
which it could form the objective). 
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The Opponent might argue as follows : — 

“ [Is it not a fact, according to the Siddhdntin himself that] it is while 
itself coming into existence that the Cognition becomes cognised, and at the 
same time makes the other object (the external objective) cognised, — as is 
found to bo the case with the Lamp (which is itself seen and renders other 
things visible) ? [This argument is put in the mouth of the opponent, not 
as setting forth his own view, but only as against the contention of the 
Siddhantln that Cognition cannot form the objective of a Cognition; the 
idea of the opponent being that even the Siddhantln cannot deny the fact 
that a Cognition, while making its own objecjtive cognised, must itself be 
cognised].” 

We deny this; no one over cognises a Cognition until the object has 
been cognised; it is only after the object has become cognised that the 
person comes to know of the Cognition, and this is tlirough Inference [that 
is, according to us, the existence of the Cognition is only Inferred from the 
fact of the object being cognised, which would not be possible if there were 
no cognition] ; and thus there can be no simultaneity between the cognition 
of the Object and the cognition of the Cognition itself. 

Opponent : — “ Even so (according to you), it is only after the Cognition 
has come into existence that you speak of the object as ‘cognised’, which 
cannot be done until the Cognition had come into existence ; so that (even 
according to your own view that there can be no simultaneity) the fact 
would appear to be that it is the Cognition that comes into existence (and is 
cognised) first, and it is only after this that the object is known as ‘ cog- 
nised’ [so that it cannot be true to assert that the Cognition becomes 
cognised by Inference after the object has been cognised].” 

Answer : — It is true that the Cognition appears first ; but it is not 
cognised first ; it sometimes happens that even a cognised object is spoken 
of as ‘not cognised ’ [when for instance, on referring to tlie past, a man 
says ‘ I do not remember that 1 ever knew this thing’, even in cases where 
the thing might have actually been known to the man in the past, — says 
the Shlokavdrtika^. 

Further, the form of the cognition is never apprehended except in terms 
of the object [which could not be the case if both Cognition and Object were 
cognised by Sense- percepti on ; we never, for example, perceive Colour in 
terms of Touch, says the Rjuvimald\. Hence the Cognition cannot be spoken 
of (as the object of perception) ; and what cannot be so spoken of cannot bo 
the objective of Sense -perception. Thus it is that Cognition cannot be the 
objective of Sense-perception. (It can only be an objective of Inference]. 

Further, even if the Cognition and the Object were identical in form, it 
would be the Cognition that would have to be denied (a separate existence), 
and not the Object which is actually perceived. As a matter of fact, liowover, 
the two are not identical in form ; when wo infer a Cognition (from the fact 
of the object being cognised), we infer it without a form (simply as ‘ cognition ’, 
not as ‘cognition of such and such a thing’), — whereas when we directly 
perceive an object, we perceive it with a form. 

From all this it follows that Cognition has its siubstratum in the object. 

Further, whenever the cognition of ‘ cloth ’ appears, it does so invari- 
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ably only when the yarns (composing the cloth) are there [which establishes 
a permanent connection between the cognition and the object in the shape 
of the cloth, whose existence therefore cannot bo denied J. If this were not 
so (if there were no such relationship between the cognition of cloth and the 
cloth), then even when the yarns would be there, it might be possible for a man 
with perfectly healthy organs to have the cognition of the ‘Jar’. This 
however never happens. Hence we conclude that Cognition is not without 
a substratum (in the external world). 

Thus the conclusion is that Sense- percept ion is never false or wrong. 
[And hence no examination of it is necessary]. 

When the perception of one factor of a well-recognised relationship (of 
Invariable Concomitance) leads to the cognition of the other factor of that 
relationship, — which latter is not in contact with the person’s sense-organs, — 
this second Cognition is what is called * Anurnana*, ‘Inference* (Inferential 
Cognition). [We take the compound * Jhdfusantbamlha* in the sense of 
‘ well -recognised relationship ’, according to the Shlokamrtika, 2 ; which 
appears to give the simplest meaning.] — This Inferential Cognition is of two 
kinds — (1) that based upon a directly perceived relationship, and (2) that 
based upon a generalised relationship ; as an example of the former, we have 
the (inferential) Cognition of ‘ Fire’ following from the Cognition of ‘ Smoko ’ 
(which is based upon the invariable concomitance of Smoko and Fire which 
has been directly perceived in the kitchen) ; and as an example of the 
second kind of Inference we have the case where finding that the sun 
changes its position we infer that ‘ the sun is moving’, — on the ground of our 
experience that in the case of the person Devadatta we have found that it 
is only after he moves that he changes his position (which experience has 
led us to the generalised premiss that ‘whenever an object changes its 
position it moves’, and it is on this generalised premiss that the inference 
of the movement of the sun is based). 

‘ SMstra ’ ‘ scripture’, (Injunction), is that means of cognising the object 
not in contact with the senses, (i.e. Dlmnna and Adhartna) which follows from 
verbal cognition. [The Bha.sya does not waste time in providing a defini- 
tion of ‘Word’ or ‘Verbal Cognition’ in general, — it defines only the par- 
ticular form of ‘Word’, ‘Injunction’, — because it is only in reference to 
the means of Cognising Dhanna, w’hich has been declared to be Injunction 
alone, that the Vfttikdra is proving the unnecessary character of an exami- 
nation of the Means of Cognition ; hence the term ‘ shnhda * stands for the 
Vedic or scriptural word, and ‘ artha' for ‘ Dhnrma and Adharma ’ which form 
the special subject-matter of Scripture. — Shlokavdrtika, Shabda, 8-13. — 
According to the Rjuvhnald, ^ Shahdavijhdna^ stands for the ‘cognition of 
things through Word * — i.e. the cognition of something to be done ; and the 
'asannikfsla artha' is Injunction, urging to action; hence ^Shdstra'' is that 
means of cognising Injunction which is derived from that knowledge of 
something to he done which is obtained tlurough words.] — [And these two 
means of cognition also being well known do not need to bo examined.] 

‘ Upaindmi ‘ Analogy ’ — i.e. similitwle — also brings about the cognition 
of things™ot in contact with the senses. For instance, the sight of the 
Qavaya (which is similar to the cow) brings about the remembrance of the 
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COW (as being similar to the Gainya). [According to ftjuvimald, the meaning 
of the sentence is * the sight of the Gavaya brings about the analogical cogni- 
tion that “the animal seen is called Oavaya^\ to the man tcho ^haa remem- 
bered the cow\ This is the same as the Nydya view, which has been con- 
troverted by the Shlokavartika, whose rendering of the passage has been 
adopted in the translation.] [And as this Analogy is well-known, it does not 
need to be examined.] 

^ Arthdpaiti\ ‘Presumption’, also consists in the presuming of some- 
thing rtOlTBBen; On the ground that a fact already perceived or heard would 
not be possible without that presumption; for instance, it is found that 
Devadatta who is alive is not in the house, and this non-existence in the house 
leads to the presumption tliat he is somewhere outside the house [as with- 
out this, the aforesaid fact of his being alive and not in the house could not 
be explained.] [This also needs no examination.] 

.<4 ‘-Negation’, ‘Non-apprehension’, stands for the non-existence 
(non-operation) of the (five) means of Cognition (described above) ; and it is 
what brings about the cognition that ‘ it does not exist’, in regard to things 
not in contact with the senses. [That is, in a case where Sense-perception and 
the other means of Cognition are not found to be operative towards bringing 
about the notion of the existence of a certain thing, wo have the notion of 
the non-existence of that thing; and the moans by which this notion is 
brought about is called ^ Ahhdva' -ShlokamrUktiy Ahhdva 1.] [This also 
being well-known, does not need to be examined.] 

From all this it follows that (all) means of Cognition being well-known, 
they need not be examined. 

The opponent raises a fresh objection ; — “ Sense-perception and the rest 
may be right means of Knowledge ; but W ord (Injunction) can never be so ; — 
Why? — The word (Vedic Injunction) is not a means of true knowledge^ because 
v'ha.t exists is actually perceived (Sutra 4, latter part). The Injunction (of the 
Chitrd sacrifice, for instance, for the purpose of acquiring cattle) is not a 
means of right knowledge ; because if a thing which is perceptible is not 
perceived, it is taken as non-existent \ as in the case of t he Hare’s Horn 
(which, not being perceived, is taken as non-existent) ; now (as regards 
the Chitrd s aiSlifice which is enjoined as bringing about the acquisition of 
Cattle) Cattle and such other things are such as could be perceived by 
means of the sense-organs; and yet wo find that no cattle are found to 
appear after the iDerformanco of the sacrifice (Chitrd) enjoined for one 
desiring Cattle; and from this it follows that the sacrifice does not 
bring about Cattle [and hence that the Vedic Injunction is false, i.e. 
not a means of right cognition The effect of an act must appear at 
the time of the performance of the act itself; for instance, the pleasure 
derived from in^gsage appears at the time of the massage itself. — It 
might be argued that the act may bring about its result at some future 
time. — But any result that may appear at some future time we cannot 
regard as being the result of that particular Act ; — ^why ? — because at the 
time when the Act itself was there, it did not bring about its result; 
while at the time when the result does appear, the Act itself is not there ; 
and being itself non-existent, how could it be the bringer about of the 
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result? — Then again, of the particular effect (acquisition of cattle), we 
actually hnd other causes (in the shape of gift, purchase, and so forth) ; and 
so long as a perceptible cause is there, there can be no justification for 
assuming an imperceptible one. Thus having found the Veda to be fallible 
in this one case, we conclude that the other results also — such as Heaven 
and the like — do not really follow (from the Acts enjoined in the Veda). — 
Further, we find the Veda actually speaking of things contrary to what is 
actually seen ; for instance, having enjoined the collecting of the Sacrificial 
vessels (on the death of the sacrificor), the Veda goes on to say that ‘ the 
sacrificer thus equipped with the sacrificial implements goes straight to the 
heavenly regions’ ; this clearly refers to the body, and yet the body never 
goes to the heavenly regions, as it is actually burnt before our eyes. Nor 
can the word ^ goes’* be taken as an injunctive word (whereby the passage 
would mean that the body should go to heaven, and not that it actually 
does go ; so that the sentence would not contain anything contrary to a 
perceptible fact). — Such apparently absurd assertions therefore cannot be 
the means of right Cognition ; as they would be like such absurd assertions 
as ‘dry gourds sink in water, while stones float.* Thus then we cannot 
have any confidence in the injunctions of the Agnihotra and such other Acts ; 
as these Injunctions also belong to the same category as those that have 
been shown above to be absolutely false (and unreliable). — From all this 
it follows that Dharma is not ‘ that which is indicated by the Veda as con- 
ducive to the highest good ’ — [as declared in ‘ Sii. (2)] ”.* 

The answer to the above is provided in the first part of Sutra (6), ending 
with the word ‘ Jtwutnt ’ Jiul the relation of the word with its meaning is 
original, etc,, etc.'' — The particle ‘but’, serves to reject the opponent’s 
view. The meaning is that the relation between the word and meaning — 
which relation does not originate from a himuin being [/.c. which is primordial, 
original, self-sufficient, not dependent upon any other means of Cognition^ — is 
the ‘ J n a n a ’, means of knowing , — ‘ Tasya’, ‘ q/ that ’, ?.e. of such things as 
the Agnihotra and the like which are not cognisable by means of Sense- 
perception and the rest, [If the connection of the word with its mean- 
ing were dependent upon other means of Cognition, then all those words 
and expressions which speak of things not amenable to the other moans 
of Cognition, might bo regarded as of doubtful validity ; when however the 
said connection is self-sufficient, then there is nothing to shake the inherent 
validity of what is spoken of in the words of the Veda — Brhali and ftjuvi- 
7nald]. Thus then the notion derived from the Vedic Injunction must be 
right. In the case of a notion derived from words emanating from human 
beings, there might be doubts regarding its validity; because in that case 
what is asserted would be dependent (for its validity) upon things extraneous 
to itself [such as the validity of those sources from which the human being 
may have derived his knowledge of what he is speaking of, and so forth]. On 
the other hand, when a (self-sufficient) word (not emanating from a human 
source) speaks of something, why . should that be false ? Certainly vro 
do not require any corroboration of what we learn from the said word. 
When the word * speaks ’ of 43omething, what is meant is that it makes that 
thing known, i.e. it becomes the means of that thing becoming known; so 
9. 
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that as soon as the means in the shape of the Word is there, what is spoken 
of by it becomes known by itself (without any extraneous help) ; under the 
circumstances, how could one call it ‘false’, declaring that ‘what the word 
says is not really so ’ ? — As a matter of fact, the notion derived from the 
Injunction is not of a doubtful character, — in any such form as ‘ this may or 
may not be so ’ ; nor at any other time or place, or in any other circiims- 
tancos, or in any other person, does there appear any notion to the contrary, 
that ‘it is false’. — As regards the idea that ‘the notion derived from this 
V'edic Injunction must be false because we have found another statement 
made in the Veda to be false’, — this is only an Inference, and as such 
becomes sublated by the aforesaid direct Cognition to the contrary. — From all 
this it follows that ‘ Dhnrma is what is indicated hy the Vedic Injunction 
as conducive to the highest qood\ 

The Opponent raises a fresh objection : — * All this may bo so ; but in 
reality there is no relationsliip between the word and its meaning ; how then 
could any such relationship be either created hy human beings or not created 
by human beings ? — Why ? — If the relation between the word and the thing 
denoted by it were held to be of the nature of Contact (Conjunction), then on 
the utterance of the word “razor”, the mouth (of the speaker) would bo 
ripped open, and similarly on the utterance of the word “ sweets Ins mouth 
would become filled with sweets. As for the other kinds of relation — 
(a) that subsisting between the material cause and its product, or (6) that 
between the efficient cause and its effect, or (r) that between tlie container 
and tile contained, or (d) that of birth and so forth,- -these are not possible 
at all in the case of Word.’ 

The answer to the above is as follows; — The only relation that is 
possible to assert in the case, you do not assert; that is, the relation that 
subsists between the denoter and the denoted, which is the relation called 
‘ that between the name and the nanwd," — ‘ If the word is the denoter (of its 
meaning), then why does it not denote it when it is heard for the first 
time ? ’ — The answer to this is that in every case experience is our guide 
(and authority) ; it is only when we find a word actually denoting a thing 
that we regard it as its ‘denoter’ ; this is not possible in the case of a word 
heard for the first time, as in its case we have never found it denoting 
anything; in fact the meaning of a word is understood only when it has 
been heard (used) as many times as makes it definitely recognised that 
‘ this word is the name and this thing is the named ? | Nor does this need 

for repeated experience vitiate the denotativeness of the word; because] 
in the case of the Eye also it is found that it is unable to see if there is 
no external light, and yet this does not mean that the Eye has not the 
power to see. [Thus then, the conclusion is that there is a definite relation 
between the Word and what is denoted by it.] 

[A fresh discussion is started ; — Says the Opponent]; — ‘If (as has been 
just stated) the Word does not express anything when it is heard for the first 
time, then the relation between the Word and the thing denoted by it must 
be one that is created (artificial) ’ — why ? — (a) because sui generis, the word 
and the thing denoted are not related, as is clear from the fact that the 
word is uttered in the mouth while the thing denoted is found on the ground ; 
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(6) because people clearly make such a distinction as “ this is the Word not 
the Thing'*, ** this is the Thing, not the Word** ; — and (c) because there is a 
clear difference in the forms of the two also: for instance, the word that 
they pronounce is in the form ^Qnuh* (‘Cow’), while the object that they 
understand as denoted by it is an anknxil with the dewlap and other features \ 
and in actual experience we have seen that any relation (or connection) 
that appears between two distinct things is artificial (created) ; as for 
example, the relation between thenar and the rope (to which it is tied). 

[The answer to this Purvapakm which is reitornted on page 15, lines 1(5 to IS, 
comes in the Text on pago 15, line 18; in the interval in order to clear the ground, 
the Author discusses the three questions— (1) What is ‘word’ ? on pago l.‘J, line 7 
to page 14, lino 15, — (2) what is ‘meaning’ (or denoted thing) ? on pago 14, line 15 
to pago 15, line 14,— and (.‘1) what is the ‘ relation * between the two ? on pago 15, 
line 15.] 


(1) In the caso of * gauh* (‘Cow’), what is it that is called tlio 
‘word’ ? The letters ‘ ’, *au*, and ‘4’ (visarga) constitute the word — 
says the revered Upavarsa. Among people the term ‘word’ is applied to 
what is apprehended by the oar; and in (ho case of the word ^gaiih*, 
the said letters are what are apprehended by the car. 

’Pile SphoiavAdin Oranwiarian : — “If that is so, then no cognition of the 
meaning (of the word) is possible; — ^>\"hy ? — because as a matter of fact the 
cognition of the moaning does not appear on the hearing of the single coiii- 
ponont letters severally; and apart from the components (here is no single 
entity in tho form of a composite whole, from which the cognition of the mean- 
ing would follow. At tho momoiit of hearing the letter *ga*, the letters 
* au ’ and ‘ h * are not heard; and at the moment that these letters are heard, 
the letter * ga* is not heard. From this it follows that the word ‘ gaulj* (as 
a composite whole) is something different from the component letters ‘ ga * 
and tho rest; and it is from this composite that tho Cognition of the mean- 
ing follows. — It might bo urged that after the word (i.e. the letters) have 
ceased, there is a remembrance (of them), and it is from tliis remembrance 
that the Cognition of the meaning follow’s. — But this also cannot be; as the 
Remembrance also has ordy a momentary existence and hence is as unable 
to bring about the Cognition of the moaning as tho letters themselves.” 

There is no force in all this, we reply; because what happens is that 
each letter, as it is uttered, leaves an ‘ impression ’ behind, and what 
brings about the cognition of the meaning of the word is the last letter along 
with the impressions of each of the prece^ling letters. — ‘ If that were so [i.e. 
if the cognition of the meaning were so derived from the last letter, etc.], 
then the assertion of the ordinary people that “wo cognise tho meaning 
from the word** would bo unjustifiable.’ — Our answer to this would be 
that if it cannot bo justified, it must be unjustifiable; simply because 
a certain popular assertion is unjustifiable, it cannot be right to admit 
the existence of something which is not vouched for by any means of Cogni- 
tion, Sense- perception and the rest. As a matter of fact, popular assertions 
are found to be of both Idnds — some are justifiable (true) and some are 
unjustifiable (false) ; for instance, such assertions as ‘ Devadatta, ploase 
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drive the cow ’ are juatidabie (reasonable, serving a definite purpose) ; 
while such other assertions as * ton pomegranates, six cakes ’ and the like 
are unjustifiable (unreasonable, entirely purposeless, having no meaning). — 
“ [It is not the popular notion alone that is contrary to the Siddhdnta view.) 
Scientific writers also have made such declarations as * what is denoted by a 
verb, like goes or cooks, is a single entity (act), consisting of several acts 
beginning with the starting (of the act) and ending with its fulfilment, rang- 
ing in sequence over several points of time’ — {Niriikta 1-1) [which also 
lends support to the view that the word also is a composite whole apart 
from the component letters.]” — The answer to this is that even the 
declaration of scientific writers cannot render possible (or reasonable) what 
cannot be established by any valid means of Cognition. 

Then again, there is nothing unreasonable in the view (stated by us) 
that the letters (composing a word) produce impressions, and from these 
impressions follow the apprehension of the tneaning ; so that in the bring- 
ing about of the apprehension of the meaning, the letters would be the 
cause. — “ But in that case, the word would be only a subordinate cause 
(of the apprehension of the meaning).” —Not so; the causal etticioncy of the 
letters is by no means subordinate, — because as a matter of fact, the appre- 
hension of the meaning comes only when the letters are there, and it does 
not come when they are absent [which shows that the letters are the 
principal, not the subordinate, cause.] — But oven if they were only a subor- 
dinate cause, — it would not be right to assume something not vouched 
for by Sense- perception or any other means of Cognition, simply for the 
purpose of saving the Word from being a subordinate cause. For instance, 
when it is asserted that ‘ the boy is fire’, it is not understood that the Boy 
is actually Fire, for fear of making the word ‘ Fire’ figurative (taken in the 
indirect or subordinate sense of ‘brilliant’) ; — for the purpose of saving the 
word ‘ lire * from being understood in its subordinate (or figurative) 
sense of {brilliance), the ‘Boy’ is not taken to be Fire itself (in the literal 
sense). 

As a matter of fact also, such a word as ‘<70’ (Cow) is never actually 
perceived apart from the letters ‘ ga ’ and the rest ; and this for the simple 
reason that no difference is perceived between them (i.o. between the 
word and its component letters), and that they are actually found to be non- 
different. What again is actually perceived are only the letters ‘ ga * 
and the rest. From this it is clear that the word ‘ gauk *, beginning with the 
letter *ga^ and ending with the * h\ is only these letters themselves; and 
hence there is no such thing as ‘ Word ' apart from those letters. 

Objection : — ‘ The assumption of Impressions (left by the component 
letters) involves the assumption of something that is not perceived ’. 

The answer to this is that the theory of the ‘ word ’ (as distinct from 
the letters) involves the assumption of the Word and also that of the 
Impressions (the assumption of which is necessary in this case also, for 
explaining the process of denotation) ; [whereas in our view, it is necessary 
to assume the Impressions only: so that while the Opponent's theory 
involves two assumptions, our theory involves (fnly one assumption], — From 
all this we conclude that the letters themselves are the word. 
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(2) [The next question is] — ^What is the denotation (meaning) of the 
word ‘ gauh * (Cow) ? — What we assert is that the class (or genus) characterised 
by the dewlap and other features is what is denoted by the Word. — [In the 
Nydya-siitra, ' Akjrti* has been taken as different from Jdtiy Class; it has 
been taken there in the sense of the shape or form that characterises a 
particular Class of things. In Mimamsa however, we find 
taken to be the same as *Jati.' The Shlokavdrtika-Akrti, Verse 3 clearly 
says that ‘This class (jdti) itself has been called Akrti in the sense that 
the Individual is characterised (dkriyate) by it’ ; and Mandana Mishra also 
declares in his Anukrarnanl that ‘ the word go denotes the Class.’] 

The Opponent asks — “Is this ‘Class’ something to be accomplished, or 
not ? " [The real motive behind this question is that, if the class is some- 
thing to be accomplished, then its relation to the word cannot be eterrmL\ 
[The answer is that] Heing actually perceived, it cannot be something 
yet to be accomplished ; as what is actually perceived is only an accom- 
plished entity, such as the necklace, the road -crossing, the dish, and so 
forth. 

‘ But this (notion of Cl/iss) may be a mere illusion.’ 

That cannot be ; unless we find a conception sot aside or negatived by 
a subsequent conception, we cannot regard it as an illusion, 

‘ As a matter of fact, wo find such conceptions as series, group, forest 
(as single entities), — while in reality there are no such single entities apart 
from the component individuals [the series being nothing apart from the 
individual factors, the group being nothing apart from the individuals 
composing it, and the Forest being nothing apart from the trees. Similarly, 
the Glass being nothing apart from the individuals composing it, the concep- 
tion of the “ Class ” must be a misconception, a mere illusion] 

Not so ; you have put forward a most incoherent statement. By assert- 
ing that * there is a conception of the Forest while in reality there is no such 
thing as forest’, do you moan to deny the validity of Perception (which 
provides us with a clear notion of the Forest as a real entity) ? If so, then 
you might as well say that * the trees also do not exist *. In that case your 
view would bo the same as that of the Bauddha Idealist (who denies the 
existence of all external objects); and this view we have already refuted. 
[So thitt what you have asserted does not lend support to your own theory 
that there is no .such entity as Class], — Your assertion may bo a complaint 
against the upholder of the Class, to the effect that “ (by positing a single 
entity) you vitiate another doctrine of yours, — inasmuch as (according 
to you) the notion of the ‘Forest’ (as a single entity) appeals while in fact 
there is no such (single) entity as Forest [what really exists is only a large 
number of trees; so that you have the notion of a single entity in reference 
to B, plurality of trees; and this vitiates your doctrine” [Read for ^ pi sati\ 
* pyasati ’, as read in Brhati] that it is only a single thing that can bo con- 
ceived of as a single entity.] — If such is your moaning, then, it comes to 
this that being unable to refute the theory under discussion, you proceed 
to find fault with a totally different doctrine, and thereby render yourself 
open to a ‘ground of defeat’ (in discussion, by shifting your ground); 
specially as what you put forward does not establish anything. Because 
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the Siddhantin will retort — ^If the other doctrine becomes vitiated, let 
it be vitiated; what does it matter if that doctrine is vitiated or not 
vitiated ? [The rule regarding the use of the singular or the plural number 
is not meant to be absolute; if then, it becomes vitiated by a per- 
ceptible fact, it does not matter; merely on the strength of the said 
rule, wo cannot deny a perceptible fact.] What does matter is whether 
you succeed in establishing your own doctrine or in refuting my doctrine 
(regarding the subjoct-matter under discussion, i.e. the existence of 
the Class), Merely because the Forest is not perceived apart from the 
treeSf it docs not follow that the Forest does not exist; if there is some 
other reason which gives rise to a notion agahist (i.e. sublative of the 
notion of) the existence of the Forest, then only can the notion of the Forest 
b(‘ regarded as false; and then alone could we conclude that the Forest 
does not exist. [Kven though in regard to tlie Forest and other things 
mentioned by you, such a sublative notion may appear, yet] in regard to 
such things as tlie Coiv and the like (which we are discussing), we do not 
find our notion of class being sublated. So that there is no analogy 
between the two cases ( that of the Cow and that of the Forest) . Tn regard 
to the Forest and other things also, if there is no sublative notion, we can- 
not say that tliey do not exist*. — From all this it follows that the statement 
that you have made regarding the Series, tJie Forest (and the Group) is 
entirely incoherent (having no bearing on the discussion, in hand). 

The conclusion thus is that the assertion (of Jaimini) to the effect that 
‘the Class forms the denotation of the word’ (Sutra 1. 3. 33) is fully 
established. Flow the Class is denoted by the word we shall explain in detail 
biter on (under 1. 3. 33). 

(3) ("I’lie lliird (|uestioii is] — “What is the relation (between the word 
and its denotation) ? ” [I’his question is introduced with a view to discuss 
the etornality of words and of their relationship to their denotations — says 
Sliloka rd rf i ka 10). 

The answer is that the relation between the word and its denotation is 
lhat on the word, being cognised, what is denoted by it becomes cognised. 

I That is, the relaf ion of Name and Named, as already stated above.] - 

The opponent; — “We have already proved above that this relation is 
artificial ; hence we opine that a certain person created the relation of words 
with their denotations and then with a view to make use of tho words, ho 
composed the Vedas.” 

Our answer to this view is as follows : — What we have asserted (regard- 
ing the relation between word and its denotation) is established by the fact 
that the said relation could never have been created by a human being. 

Question: — “But how do you know that the relation could not be 
created by a human being ? ” 

An^er : — It follows from the fact that there could not have been any 
persons to create the relations. 

Question : — “ Why could there be no creator of the relation ? ” 

Ans^ver : — [No such creator can be admitted] because no such person 
can be cognised by means of Sense-perceptiop, and the other means of 
cognition also are preceded by (based upon) Sense-perception. 



ADHYAYA I, ADHIKABANA (5). 


23 


** As the creator existed a long time back, it is only natural that he should 
be beyond the Sense-perception of men of the present day.” 

Even if he had existed a long time back, it would not be impossible to 
remember him. In the case of such (important) things as the Himalaya 
mountain and the like, it would be impossible 1;o forget the creator, in the 
manner in which the builder of a wall, a garden and such things becomes 
forgotten. In the case of those latter things there are such causes (for the 
builder being forgotten) as the disappearance (of all idea) of the builder, 
duo either to the disruption of his country or to the extinction of his family. 
In the case of words and their meanings on the other hand there is no total 
disappearance of persons making use of them. 

It might be argued that — “what men have to deal with is only the 
relation of words and meanings, and the matter of the creator of the relation 
would have no interest to them, and hence paying no hoed to it, tln\v would 
forget him.” 

But this also is not possible. If there were a person who created the 
relation and started its vise, he would surely be remembered at the time of 
using the word. A certain visage becomes possible only when there is an 
agreement between the creator and the adopter of the usage, — and not when 
thoro is disagreement between them. For instance, Panini (Sutra 1. 1. 1) W; 
the creator or originator of the relat ion between the tccTVnTcal name *V rtldh^ ’ i 
and the letters *dt-aich\ and a person making use of words indopeudontly 
of Faniaiy or one nc^ accepting the work of Panini as authoritative, could 
never apprehend the word ‘ Vrddh) ’ as standing for those letters. Similarly 
Pihgala being the originator of the connection between the technical name 
' wo^hd three 1on<j sytlabtvs, to a person not acting according to Piiigaia, or 
to one not accepting the work of Pihgala as authoritative, the letter ^ ma 
could never bring about the idea of a group of three long syllables. 1 bus it 
is that thoro is always an agreement between the originator n-nd the adopt(*r 
(of a usage). Consorpiontly persons who would be making use of the \ eda 
would surely remember the creator (or originator) of the relation of words 
and thoir usage. If one forgot the author of Ponini’s Sutra to the effect 
that ‘the term Vfddhi stands for tho letters At and Aich ’ (1. 1. 1), he could 
never make any sense out of the Sutra ‘ Vrddhirjjatiydchdnmditttad vi'ddham 
[‘That group of letters is called ‘ Vrddha^ among the vowels wherein the 
first one is a Vrddhi, i.e. d or at or au] (P^^hp h 

For these reasons we conclude that no person created the relations (of 
words) and then for the purpose of making use of them, composed the 
Vedas. 

Even if the possibility of (the creator) being forgotten were there, we 
could not admit a creator of the relation unless there were proofs for it. 
For instance, oven though it is possible for an existing thing to be not 
perceived, we do not merely on the ground of that possibility, admit the 
existence of the Hare’s Horn, because there is no proof of it. For this 
reason the relation between words and their meanings cannot be regarded as 
created by a person. 

[The opponent puts forward a proof of the creator of word-relations] 
“We would deduce the existence of the creator of w^ord -relations from 
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Presumption : As a matter of fact we do not find people comprehending the 
meaning of those words whose relation (to the meaning) has not been fixed. 
If people were to comprehend the meaning of such a word, they could 
comprehend the meaning of such words also as they might hear for 
the first time; as a matter of fact however they are not found to do 
so ; hence there must be a person who fixes (creates) the relations (of words 
and meanings).” 

This is not right. Because words are taught as accomplished entities 
(having the inherent power of denoting their meanings, — [This is what is 
meant by the term * upadeshah * in siitra 5 — says BfhatX ], — If it were a 
fact that in the absence of a creator of word- relations, the meanings 
are never comprehended, then alone could we deduce a creator by presump- 
tion. In reality however, there is another way (in which the meanings of 
words aro comprehended) ; for instance, we find that when older people are 
making use of words for their own purpose, the younger men who happen 
to hear those words are actually found to understand them; those old 
people also, when they were youtig, understood the words as used by the 
older people at the time ; these latter also understood them from other 
older people; and so on the process has gone on without any beginning 
in time. This is one possible explanation of the phenomenon (of the use 
and comprehension of words) ; — and the other explanation (proposed by 
the opponent) is that “in the beginning there was no relation at all bet- 
ween a word and its meaning, subsequently some one sot going the rela- 
tions.” — Now as between these two possible explanations, so long as the 
explanation based upon the usage of older people is available [and it is 
actually perceived in everyday life), it would not be right to presume a crea- 
tor of relations. Further the upholders of the * Usage Theory ’ point to 
a fact of direct perc.eption (in proof of their theory), while the other party 
only presume a creator of relations ; and certainly Presumption has no force 
as against a 'fact of direct Perception. From all this it follows that there 
can be no creator of word- relations. 

* Avyalireka8hcha\ ‘it is infallible’, says the next term in sutra 5. 
It is found that just as the word ‘f/e’ denotes the mihruil whh the 
dewlap in one place, so does it also in the most inaccessible places; how 
could it be possible for the many creators of the word- relation to come 
together ? Certainly no single person could create a relation (that would 
receive such universal acceptance). For this reason also there can be no 
creator of word -relations. 

Another writer explains the phrase * avyatrrekashcha' in the following 
different manner: — There can be no point of time when the word-relation 
has been totally absent and when no word has been related to any mean- 
ing. — ^Why so? — Because, if there were, then the act itself of creating the 
relation would not be possible ; for when the creator of the relation would 
proceed to create a relation, he could do so only by moans of words ; and the 
question arises — who created the relations of the words that the said 
creator uses when creating the new relation ? If those were created by 
some other creator, then who created the relation# of the words used by the 
older creator ? And so on and so forth, there would be no end to this 
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•enquiry. Consequently, it has to be admitted that when a person would 
proceed to create new word -relations, he would make use of words whose 
relationships have come down through the usage of older people, and have 
not been created b^*^ any one. And when usage has to be admitted (at a 
■certain point), why should it be at all necessary to presume any crea- 
tor of word-relations at any point of time ? Thus it is clear that there can 
be no valid Presumption either (in support of a creator of word -relations). 

The opponent may ask — “ How is it possible for the younger people, to 
whom the word -relations are not known, to learn the meanings of words from 
the older people ? ” 

The answer to this is that the question of possibility cannot arise in 
regard to a directly perceived fact. Younger people arc actually found to 
learn the meanings of words from older people ; and on the other hand, they 
are not found to have any such comprehension of a creator of word- 
relations. Hence the cases (of words and creators) do not stand on the 
same footing. 

The next phrase in sutra (5) is — ‘ arthe anupalabdhe (* regarding ivhaf is 
imperceptible'). — In regard to such imperceptible things as the Deity and the 
like [Right reading * deoatddmi' supplied by the lirlmtl], the creating of a 
name (expressive word) would be useless and also impossible. When a thing 
is known in its general form, and its particular forms are not known, then 
alone are names propounded in regard to these particular forms ; and in the 
case of such words as ‘deity’ and the like, no particular forms can be 
known ; as both the conditions are absent. For this reason also the rela- 
tion of the word with its moaning cannot be one created by any person. 

For this same reason [of not having its relation created by a person), 
the Word is * pramdnam' a valid means of knowledge' (sutra 5), — * ana- 
pekaatvdt' as it is indejicndent') (sutra 5); that is to say, being such as 
described, the word does not need (for its validity) another person or 
another cognition. 

For all those reasons we conclude that Dharma is what is indicated by 
ike Vedic Injunction: — and not what is indicated by anything else. 

The significance of the mention (in sutra 5) of the name ‘ Bddardyana' 
has already boon explained above. 


[The Author now proceeds to answer the objections that havti been 
urged by the Opponent against the trustworthy character of the V’'eda.l 

It has been argued above that “ Word (Injunction) cannot be the means 
(of knowing Dharma), as the result of the a(?t is not found to appear at the 
time of its performance, and at the time that the result does appear the act 
is not there; consequently the word cannot be a means of right know- 
ledge*’. — Our answer to this is as follows: — It would be true that W^ord is 
not a means of right knowledge, if there were only five such valid means (in 
the shape of Sense -perception. Inference, Analogy, Presumption, and Non- 
apprehension) ; every means by which a right cognition is obtained is a 
means of right cognition — as a matter of fact, right cognition is obtained 
fcy means of word also; — therefore Word must be a means of right 
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knowledge, — in the same manner as Sense-perception is. If a certain thing is 
cognised by one means of cognition, it does not cease to be cognised if it is 
not cognised by another means of cognition [so that if the result of the act 
is cognised by moans of the Vedio Word, it cannot be regarded as not cognised 
simply because that result is not cognised by other means of cognition]. 
Then again it is nowhere declared in the Veda that “ the reward of the act 
is obtained merely by the performance of the act ’* ; all that is said is that 
“ the reward of the act is obtained — As for the argument that ** at the 
time when the reward does appear, it is cognised by means of Sense-percep- 
tion and not by moans of the Word ”, — this does not vitiate our position ; 
because at that time Sense-perception is one moans of cognising the reward, 
and Word also is the other moans. 

The opponent has cited a passage from the Veda which asserts something 
contrary to a fact of direct porcoption, — the passage which says that “ the 
sacrificer equipped with the sacrificial implements proceeds straight to the 
heavenly regions”, where it is clearly the body that is spoken of (as 
proceeding to Heaven ; while as a matter of fact the body is burnt). — Our 
answer to this is that in fact that entity also to whom the body belongs is 
spoken of as “equipped with the sacrificial implements”, by reason of the 
connection of those implements with the body (to which the said entity is 
related). — The opponent asks — “ What is this other entity ? We do not know 
of any such entity (apart from the body) ”. — ^We infer the existence of such 
an entity through such acts as breathing and the like; so that the entity 
spoken of as “ equipped with the sacrificial implements ” is one who carried on 
such activities in the body as breathing in, breathing down, breathing out, 
winking, and so forth.- -“But it is the body itself that breathes in and 
breathes down.” — Not so ; breathing and the rest cannot belong to the same 
category as the properties of the body, because they do not continue to 
exist as long as the body lasts ; as a matter of fact we find that the proper- 
ties of the body, colour and the rest, continue to exist as long as the body 
is there ; on the other hand, breathing and the rest cease to exist even while 
the body is there. . Then again. Pleasure, Pain, and such other feelings are 
cognised only b^^^ the person himself, while colour and other properties 
belonging to the body are perceived by other persons also. [This also shows 
that there are certain activities of the person which belong to an entity 
other than the body. | From this fact of there being certain properties which 
differ from the properties belonging to the body, the conclusion is that the 
entity spoken of as ‘ equipped with the sacrificial implements ’ is other than 
the body. 

The opponent asks — “ How is it known that there is an entity other 
than Pleasure and other Cognitions to whom these latter belong ? As a matter 
of fact, we do not see any form of such an entity apart from Pleasure and 
other Cognitions. This leads to the conclusion that the said entity is as non- 
existent as the Hare’s Horn. — If it be asked — * To whom then do Pleasure 
and the rest belong ? * — our answer would bo that they belong to no one. It 
is not necessary that whatever is perceived must be related to some one else ; 
we recognise one thing as ‘ related ' to another only^when we actually perceive 
the things related, as also the relation itself ; When we see the moon or the 
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sun, wo do not proceed to search the thing to which the moon or the sun 
belongs; in fact, wo rocognise that thoy belong to no one. From this we 
conclude that there is no entity apart from Pleasure and the rest to whom 
these latter belong. -Then again, if it bo absolutely necessary to assume an 
entity to whom every perceived thing is related, then, in the same manner, 
on perceiving the Self (soul), wo should search for another relative to whom 
that Self would belong; — and having found such another relative, we should 
search for yet another to whom this latter would belong ; and so on and on 
there would be no end to such assumptions. If (in order to save yourself 
from this unending series of assumptions) you would not assume a further 
relative after having assumed a relative at a certain stage, — and \'ou would 
stop short at that, and feel satisfied, - then you can rest content with positing 
the ‘ Vijiiana* (Idea, Cognition) pure and simple and desist from all further 
asiimptions.” 

Our answer tc the above is as follows: — If there is no entity apart from 
the Cof/ntliorif then who is it that is spoken of as ‘he knows’? The 
entity spoken of b\’ this phrase is the nomiiiativ'e agent of the act of 
cognising; for the purpose of making this phrase give some sense, we should 
assume the existence of the Self distinct from the Cognition. 

Says the opponent: — “Let the Divinities (Read * derdh^) assume a 
meaning for the phrase if they regard it necessary to assume it ! [It is 
beyond our power to do it]. As a matter of fact, there are many people 
upholding the (existence of the Self who say Mhe Self exists’, wlio directly 
utter the word ‘ Self’ ; and yet oven these people do not succeed in assum- 
ing the existence of the Self; how much less possible is it to assume its 
existence on the basis of the indirect expression ‘he cognises’? Hence 
we conclude that the assumption of the Self is not right.” 

Our answer is as follows: -It is through Desire that we perceive the 
Self. — “ How so ? ” — Desire appears only when the desired object is one that 
has boon perceived before : for instance, we have no desire for those sweet 
fruits that grow to the North of the Mem mountains and which ha\e never 
before been tasted by people like us. Nor does Desire appear in one person 
for an object that has been perceived by another person. And yet Desire 
does appear in a person for an object perceivoil by him on the previous day. 
From this wo conclude that the person desiring and the person pcrcelring 
must be the same. If mere Cognition had been the j^ercen'etl then, inas- 
much as that Cognition would hav^e disappeared on the preceding day 
(when the object was perceived), how could there be!a Desire (for the same 
object) on the following day ? If, on the other hand, there is a cogniser 
apart from the Cognition, who is everlasting, then the person pervetvmg 
the object on one day woidd be the same as the one destrnig it on the 
other day. The phenomenon of Desire would bo impos.sible otherwise. 

Says the opponent: — “ In regard to what do we have the idea that it 
cannot he possible 'I It is only in regard to what cannot be known by any 
means of right knowledge. Now, as a matter of fact, we do not know any- 
thing other than Cognition (Idea) ; and w-hat wo do not know we conclude 
to be non-existent, like^^the Hare’s Horns. Nor is it impossible to have 
Cognition without that unknown something ; because we actually have a direct 
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perception of the Cognition. That the Cognition has a momentary exist- 
ence, — that too is a fact directly perceived. And yet, even though we ha\'e 
no Cogniaer apart from the Cognition, — and even though the Cognition is not 
a lasting entity (as it has only a momentary existence), — it is not impossible 
for Desire to appear on the next day; because we actually perceive the 
Desire so appearing. Nor have we found it always to be the case that the 
Cogniaer today is the same as the Desirer on the next day; all that we have 
found is that in some cases what has been perceived by one man is deal red by 
another, while in other cases it is not so. Tn fact [there being nothing except 
an influx of series of Cognitions^ what happens is that within the same series 
one (Cognition) desires what has been perceived by another (Cognition) ; but in 
case the two belong to two different series, one does not desire what has 
been perceived by another. From all this wo conclude that there is no 
vSelf apart from Cognitions like Pleasure and the rest.” 

Our answer to the above is as follows It is not possible that persons 
who do not remember (i.e. have an idea of) a thing should desire it ; nor is 
remembrance possible of what has not been perceived before ; hence it is 
impossible that there should be remembrance in what is a mere momentary 
Cognition (Idea). 

Says the opponent: — “The case of Remembrance is like that of 
Desire; what is called ‘remembrance* is either a Cognition similar to a 
previous Cognition, or a Cognition having a previous Cognition as its object 
[and the same is the case with Desire also]. Now (such being the nature of 
Remembrance and Desire) even if the seer (i.o. the Cognition of the previous 
day) has ceased to exist on the next day, it cannot be impossible (for the 
Remembrance or the Desire) to appear on that day [i.e. there is nothing incon- 
gruous in the appearance of a Cognition on the second day which is similar 
to, or has for its object, the preceding day’s Cognition] ; for the simple 
reason that we directly perceive that this docs happen. What happens is 
that when a Cognition has been cognised by another Cognition, it is recalled 
by another Cognition occurring in the same series as the former apprehend- 
ing Cognition, — and not by a Cognition appearing in the series of another 
Cognition. — From all this we conclude that Cognitions are entirely Void (i.o. 
without any extraneous substratum in the shape of the Self), In support of 
this view we have the following Brahmana text also ; — ‘ This pure Cognition 
which rising out of the elemental substances (of the body, at death) enters 
those same substances, and there is no consciousness after death.’ (Brhadd- 
rnnpaka-TJ panisfid , 4,5. 13).” 

Our answ’er to the above is that it cannot be as set forth above ; as a 
matter of fact, it is only when one has seen a thing on one day that he has 
the notion (Remembrance) on the next day in the form *1 have seen it’ 5 
and this notion (of Recognition) appears only in the Self, not in anything 
else ; as in the case of anything else, the entity that would have seen the thing 
on the previous day could be some one totally different (from the one recog- 
nising it on the second day). Hence it follows that there is something apart 
from Cognitions, and it is to this something that the term ‘ I ’ is applied. 

Says the opponent: — “Tn several cases the t^rm *1* is applied figura- 
tively to entities other than the Self, — when, for instance, a man says ‘ I 
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am the son’, ‘ I am Devadatta’, ‘I am going* [where the term ‘I* stands 
for the body - says the Shlokavdrtika, Almavdda 108].** 

Our answer to this is that we do not put forward the use of the term 
‘ I ’ as a reason for our conclusion (that there is a Self apart from the Cogni- 
tions) ; what we are pointing out (as the reason) is something different from 
the word ‘ I ’ ; what we are pointing out (as our reason) is the recognUive notion 
I I’he right reading is ‘ pratyahhijndpralyayam * as found in Nyayaratn/ikara,. 
p. 7 16 1 that we have to the effect that ‘ It was we that saw tliis thing on one 
day, and it is we that remember it today ’ ; which shows that we recognise 
the fact that ‘ it is we that existed yesterday and it is the same we that exist 
today ’ ; and the entities that existed \^osterday and exist today also 
could not have ceased to exist. In support of this (view of an enduring 
Self) we have the Brahmana-toxt — Having declared that ‘ This same is the 
Self’, (Br/j-add-C/pa., 4. 6. 13, whore the reading is slightly different), it goes 
on to say — ‘ Being imperishable, it perisheth not ’ (hrhnddranyaka-Vpanisady 
4. 6. 15); and again, ‘This Self is indestructible, not liable to disruption* 
{[bid., 4. 5. 15). — Cognition on the other hand is evanescent. — Hence we 
conclude that the Self (which is imperishable) must be something distinct 
from the Cognition which is evanescent. No one can hold the view that 
“ things are not as they are found to be, they are as they are not found to 
bo.” For if that wore so, then it would come to this that “the Hare 
does not exist, what does exist is the Hare’s Horn” ! — Nor again can the 
notion of ‘ I ’ be said to be an illusion ; because we do not find any subse- 
quent cognition sublativ^o of that notion. 

From all this wo conclude that there is a Self apart from Pleasure and 
other cognitions. And such being the case, it is this Self that has been 
spoken of in the Vedic text as ‘equipped witii the sacrificial implements’. 

Says the opponent : — “ If there is a Cogniser distinct from the Cognition. 
then, leaving aside the (k^gnition, pleases point out the Cogniser — ‘This and 
such is the Cogniser ’. You cannot point out any such Cogniser. Hence we 
conclude that there is no Cogniser apart from the Cognition.'" 

Our answer to this is as follow.s: — As a matter of fact, the Cogniser is 
self -cognised, ho cannot be perceived by anothei ; how then could he be 
pointed out to another ? Just as for instance, when a man with eyes himself 
sees a colour, but he cannot point it out to another who is blind, — and yet, 
simply b(‘oau3e the Colour cannot be pointed out to another, it is not 
concluded that it does not exist ; — in the same manner, a person cognises 
his own Self, but cannot point it out to another person, for the simple 
reason that (like the blind man) this other person does not possess the 
capacity to perceive the said Self (of the former person) ; and yet this other 
person cognises his own Self, but not the Self of other persons. So that 
all individual Selves cognising themselves must exist, even though none 
of them cognises the other Selve.s. In support of this we have the following 
Brahmana-text — ‘ When speech ceases, what light does the Person possess ? 
He possesses the light of the Self, O king ’ (Shataj^atlia Bra-Madhyandina, 14. 
6. 4. 11, and lii'haddranyaka-U pnnimd , Kdnru, 4. 3. 9 where the reading is 
slightly different). — In support also of the view that one Self is not appre- 
hended by another, we have the (Brahmana-text — ‘Being inapprehensible. 
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it is not apprehended’ Brhaddranyaka-Upaniaad, 3. 9. 26); what this 
means is that it is not apprehended by another ; — ‘ how so ? * — because 
the Self has been spoken of as ‘self-luminous’ in the text ‘Heroin the 
Person is self-luminous’ (BrJuidaranyaka-Upanlaad, 4. 3. 9) [which means 
that the Self is cognised by itself, not by another self]. — “ By what means 
then can one Self be explained to another ? ” — This moans also has been 
indicated in the BraJimana-text itself — ‘He said that this Self is not 
/his, not /hat' BrJiadfl-Upa. 4. 23; — that is to say, it cannot be asserted 
that ‘the Self has such and such a form*; the method by which it can 
bo indicated to another is by denying (i.c‘. rejecting) what the other per- 
son regards as Self ; that is, if the other person regards tho Body as the 
Self, he is taught that ‘ the Body is not the Self, tho Self is somothing 
different from the Body’, — where tho teaching of the Self is done by deny- 
ing tho Body. Similarly the Life-breath and such other things not being 
tho Self, tho Self is taught by means of the denial of tliese as being 
something different from tho Self. Similarly the Pleasure and other 
Cognitions of one person are inferred by another through certain signs, and 
by declaring that ‘those are not the Self’, tho Self is taught as being 
something different from them. Lastly, that ‘ tho Person (or Self) is not 
different from one who perceives himself’ is also inferred from tho activ- 
ities of tho person liiinsolf: for instance, wo find that when on one day a 
man has loft an action half-done, ho trios to make up for it and complete it 
on the next day; and from this action it is inferred that the Person regards 
himself as enduring (lasting) in relation to things (like actions) that are 
evanescent. [Or, on the basis of tho erancscent activities one comes 
to cognise the vndiir'noj Self.] 

Further, through Analogy also this same Self is pointed out, in the 
words- -* Just as you j)erccive your own Self, so on the same analogN', please 
unde^rstnnd that T also perceive the Self in the same manner.’ There are 
several such indications through Analogy; as for instance, a man indicating 
his suffering to another, says—* It is as if I were being burnt’, ‘It is ns ifl 
were being tortured’, ‘It is as if 1 wore being hampered.’ — Thus on the 
ground of this self-realisation, it is conchnled that there is a JVrson (Self) 
distinct from Cognition. Oi.5 U 

It has been urged by the Opponent above — “ Leaving aside Cognition 
please point out the Coyniser apart from the Cognition." — Our answ^er to 
this is that when you leave aside the means itself, how can the end be 
attained without the means ? The only means of knowing things is to 
realise that ‘everything is as it is cognised to bo’. For instance, what is 
‘ white’? — It is that in which there is whiteness; i.e. that to whicli the term 
‘ white ’ is applied. — ^To what is the term ‘ white ’ applied ? — It is applied to 
that which is cognised (understood) whenever the term ‘ white ’ is uttered. — 
From this it will bo seen that if we ‘ leave aside Cognition ’ (as suggested in 
your argument), we cannot indicate anything at all [as things can be indi- 
cated only as they are cognised]. — Then again, there is no such hard and fast 
rule as that the object of cognition is cognised only when the Cognition itself 
is cognised ; the object is actually cognised even when the Cognition is not 
cognised ; for instance, Cognition is not amenable to Sense-perception, while 
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the object known is amenable to it. This we have already explained above 
{Text, p. 9, 1. 16, where it is shown that the form of the Cognition is not the 
same as that of the cognised object ], — So that if anything has to be ‘ left 
aside’ (denied), Cognition itself might as well be left aside, — not objects. 
This also we have already explained (Text, p. 10, 1. 4). 

Thus we conclude that there is an everlasting Person apart from 
Pleasure and other cognitions. 

The Opponent has quoted a text (from the Bfhaddranyaka-Upanisad) 
speaking of the Cognition arising out of the elemental substances and 
entering the same, etc. — Our answer to this is as follows : — As a matter of 
fact, after this passage had been addressed by Yajiiavalk^ a to Maitreyi, the 
latter complained of the teaching, saying ‘ Hereby your Reverence has led 
me into delusion ’ (ShatapatJia-Brd-Mddhi/a. 14. 7. 3. 14), and in meeting 
this complaint, Yajhavalkya, repudiating all desire to delude her, has 
concluded by saying — * 1 am not talking delusion ; in reality this Self is 
indestructible, not liable to disruption; but It does come into contact with 
porist»ahlo things (like the Sense-organs, Merit, Demerit, and the like)’ 
{ShatapatJia-Brd-Mddhya. 14. 7. 3. 15); from the whole context it is clear 
that the view of the Upanisad is not that Cognition is the only entit 5 ^ Thus 
there is a great difference [between your view that there is no Self apart 
from the fleeting cognilions, and the view adumbrated in the Upanisad text 
quoted by you and taken along with its whole context]. 

Lastly, the Opponent has argued that the verb ‘goes* (in the text ‘ the 
Sacriticor equipped with the sacrificial implements goes straight to the 
heavenly region’) is not injunctive. - The particular word may not be 
injunctive; but it could very well bo reiterative of the injunction contained 
in such texts as * Desiring heaven one should perform sacrifices', 8o that 
there is nothing incongruous (in the non-iiijunctive character of the verb 
* goes ’ ) . 



ADHiKAEAisrA (6): Eternality of Words. 



[PCrvapak^a]— “Word is a product (non-eternal), because it m 
SEEN TO follow (AFPER EFFORT) SO SAY SOME PEOPLE. 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent : — “ It has been said above that the relation between 
the Word and its Meaning is eternal. But this is not possible,— because 
Word itself is not eternal. Word is often found to be destroyed, so that 
when it comes to be produced (uttered) again, its relation (to its meaning) 
cannot but bo artificial (newly made). Then again, no one ever compre- 
hends the meaning of a Word heard for thclfirst time. — ‘ But why should tho 
Word itself be regarded as iion-eternal ? ’ — Because as a matter of fact, it is 
seen to follow after eifort ; finding that there is an invariable concomitance 
^between the appearance of the Word and human effort, tJie Word appear- 
ing only w'hen there is human effort) we infer that the word ‘ is produced * 
by the effort. — ‘ It may be that tlie effort only manifests the (already 
existing) Word’. — We say that it cannot be so; because there is nothing to 
prove that the Word existed before the said manijesiation; and it is only 
what already exists — never what is non-existent— that is manifested. ” 


IT t)Op:s not persist. 


, SUTRA ^7). 

[PCrvapak?a i 

BJmsya. 

“When the Word is uttered, we do not find it to persist even for a 
moment ; from which we conclude that ‘ it has been destroyed ’. — It might 
be urged that ‘ the Word though there, is not perceived (when you feel that 
it is destroyed) — This cannot be, — because as a matter of fact, the Word is 
not perceived even when there are no causes of its non -perception in the 
shape of obstruction and the like. — Nor can it be urged that [the Word 
is not perceived because] it has not reached the substratum (where it could 
be perceived) ; — because its substratum is the A kasha (which is all-pervading, 
hence it is never possible for the Word not to reach its substratum) ; and yet 
it is not perceived even in our ear-cavity (to say nothing of Akasha in 
general).” 

[POrvapaksa of the term ‘to 

(karoti) [being used in connection with 
Words].” 


MAKE 


Bhasya. 

“ Further, in practice people make use of such expressions as ‘ make* 
(kuru, utter) the word * do not make the word and yet they do not fee) 
that they are referring to the same word (that has been in existence).” 
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. ( 9 ). 

’HRTOainHr • 

[POrvapaksa co7itinued] — ‘'Also because 't; 

(of the perception of the Word) in diverse places. 

Bhasya. 


H ^ 

HERE IS simultaneity 


“ As a matter of fact, we hoar a Word (uttered) in several places; this 
could not be possible if the Word were only one and eternal. Unless there 
is something special there can be no plurality of what is eternal ; it is only 
in the case of (non-eternal) products, which are many, that on their being 
produced in several places, they come to bo connected with those several 
places. For this reason also Word must be non- eternal.” 


,U;CRA^(10). 


[POrvapaksa coni in ‘\S^o^b^ause 


THEJIE AUK original 

FORMS AND MODIFICATIONS.” 


Bhasya. 

“ In the case of such expressions as ‘ dadhyatra \ wo find that in the 
original form wo had ‘i’ (at the end of the term ^dadht*), and this 
becomes modified into ‘ ya ’ (by reason of its being conjoined with the follow- 
ing ‘a’ in *afra '); — such is the teaching (of grammarians). As a rule, 
whatever is liable to modification must be non -eternal. Further, there is 
some similarity (of sound) between ‘ and * ya\ which also shows that the 
one is the modification of the other.” 


( 11 ). 

[Purvapaksa concluded ] — “ FuiiIher, there is an augmentation 

FOR THE WoRD(-SoUNJ)), DUB TO THE MULTIPLICITY OF ITS 
PRODUCERS (speakers).” 


Bhasya. 

** As a matter of fact, we find that when a W'ord is uttered by many 
persons, the sound lieard is very loud. If the Word were only ^nanifealed 
(and not produced, bj" the utterance), then the sound hoard wmuld alw^ays 
be the same, whether it were uttered by many or fewer persons. From 
this we conclude that some portion of the Word is produced by each of the 
speakers, and it is by reason of the augmentation thus caused in the Word 
that a louder sound is heard.” 


, SUTRA {^ 2 ). 

[Siddhanta] — [Answer to Su. 6] — But the fact of being ‘ seen 
IS equal in both cases. 


Bhasya. 

The particle ‘ tu \ ‘ but^, serves to reject the view set forth above. 

It has been urged (under Su. 6) that, “ inasmuch as Word is seen to 

3 
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appear after human effort, it must bo regarded as artificial, produced”. — 
13 lit if, by means of clear reasons, we are able to establish the eternality of 
the Word, then, on the strength of this notion of eternality, the right con- 
clusion would be that ‘ the Word is manifested (not produced) by human 
effort’ ; that is to say, if, before being pronounced, the Word was not mani- 
fest, it becomes manifested by the effort (of pronouncing). Thus it is found 
that the fact of Word being ‘seen after effort* is equally compatible with 
both views. 

71 ^ IK 

[Answer to 7] — What happens (when the Word ceases to be 

heard) is that there is no perception of the extant (word) 

ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-REACHING OF THE OBJECT (BY THE 
MANIFESTING AGENCY). 

Bhdsya. 

The second reason put forward in the Purvapaksa is that “Word is 
destroyed (ceases to exist) as soon as it is uttered”. — Here also, if we are 
able to clearly establish the eternality of Word, then, — if we find that the 
Word is perceived at one time and not perceived at another, — we shall, on 
the strength of the said well-established notion of eternality, assume 
that there must be some cause which brings about the perception of 
the Word [and the absence of which leads to the non-perception of the 
Word]. And since we find that there is perception of the Word only when 
there are certain conjunctions and disjunctions (in the shape of sound- 
waves), we shall conclude that these ‘Conjunctions and Disjunctions’ are 
what 'tnanifest (render perceptible) the Word. — It might be urged that — “In 
reality the Word is heard after the Conjunctions and Disjunctions have 
ceased [so that these could not be the cause of the manifestation]”. — But it 
is not so ; in fact, the * Conjunctions and Disjunctions ’ do not cease, — as is 
clear from the fact that the Word is actually heard ; all that happens is that 
the ‘ Conjunctions and Disjunctions ' are not perceptible [that is all that you 
can say, you cannot say that they have ceased to exist]. 

Says the Opponent : — “ If the Conjunctions and Disjunctions only nuini- 
fest the Word, and do not produce it, — then the Word manifested by the Con- 
junctions and Disjunctions in Srughna would ho heard by people in Patali- 
putra ; because the substratum of the Word (sound) is Akdsha and Akdsha 
is one only, so that the Auditory Akdsha in one place would be the same as 
that in other places. On the other hand, according to those who regard the 
Word as hoinj^ produced (and not manifested), the Conjunctions and Disjunc- 
tions, being aerial and subsisting in the air, would produce the word in the air 
itself; just as the yarns produce the cloth in the yarns themselves; and in 
this case it is only right that the Word is not heard in Pataliputra, being 
produced, as it is, in the air-waves in Srughna. — The Siddhantin might argue 
that — ‘ also for one who holds that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions mani- 
fest (not produce) the Word, the said incongruity (of the Word uttered in 
Srughna being heard in Pataliputra) does not arise, because the Conjunctions 
atd Disjunctions operating in one place do not affect the ear-drum at a 
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distance, so that the auditory organ at a distance does not catch the word- 
sound tliat is manifested — But this is not so ; [the Conjunctions and Dis^ 
junctions can affect the ear-drum either by actually reaching it or without 
actually reaching it; as a matter of fact however, as the Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions originate in the source of the Sound, it is not possible for them 
to actually reach the ear ; the only alternative possible then, according to 
the Siddhantin, is that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions affect the oar with- 
out reaching it; now] if the Conjunctions and Disjunctions could affect the 
ear without reaching it, then the ear placed near the source of the Sound 
would apprehend the Sound at the same time as the ear placed at a distance ; 
as a matter of fact however, they do not hear it at the same time; hence 
the conclusion is that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions do not affect the oar 
without reaching it. If (in order to escape from these difficulties) it bo held 
that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions do not affect the ear at all, then the 
inevitable conclusion would bo that the Conjunctions and, Disjunctions have 
nothing to do with the apprehension of the Word (Sound).” 

[Our answer to the above is as follows] — It is not so ; what happens is 
that the air-particles disturbed by the (sound -provoking) stroke strike against 
the stagnant air-particles and produce Conjunctions and Disjunctions (i.e. 
ripples) on all sides, which go on spreading as long as the momentum 
lasts; - the Conjunclions and Disjunctions (ripples) are not perceived, 
because the Air (of which they are ripples) is imperceptible ; and as for the 
Sound, it is heard only so long and so far as the ripples do not cease, and 
after they have ceased, the sound is not heard. Thus there is no incon- 
gruity at all. It is for this same reason that the Sound is hoard at a greater 
distance when the wind is favourable. 


iJUTRA (14). _ 

[Answer to Su. H] — The term refers to the usin(J. 

Bhasya, 

Another argument urged by the Opponent is that in practice, people 
make use of such expressions as * shabdam kuru' (make the word -sound), 
and ^shabdam nid kdrsl/i'^ (do not make the word-sound). — But if it is 
beyond doubt that Word is eternal, then the meaning of these expressions 
would be ‘ make use of the word ’ ; just as in the expression ‘ gomaydn kuru ’ 
{Make the Cowdung), the term ‘ kuru* (make) means collecting. 


SUTRA (15). 


[^Answer to 8u. 9] — The simultaneity is as iV the 


CASE OF THE SUN. 


Bhasya. 


It has been urged above (under Su. 9) that “ any single entity existing 
at one place cannot possibly be seen simultaneously at several places’*. — 
Look at the Sun, O ‘ Loved of the Gods ’ (Fool) ! Being only one he is seen 
as if occupying several pl|^ces. — “But how is it known that there is only 
one Sun ? ” — Our answer is that Devadatta, facing the East in the morning, 
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sees the Sun at that time in front of himself ; another man standing to the 
right of Devadatta does not see two suns, one straight in front of himself 
and another oblique to himself but straight in front of Devadatta. From 
this it follows that there is only one Sun. — “ But in the case of the Sun, his 
exact location is not grasped and hence there is delusion.” — In the same 
manner in the case of the Word also its exact location cannot be grasped. 

If the Audi tor Organ apprehended the Word (sound) on getting at the 
place where the Conjunctions and Disjunctions are, — then it might be 
possible for us to apprehend the Word (sound) as occupying several points 
in space ; as a matter of fact however, the Auditory Organ does not get at 
the place of the Conjunctions (and Disjunctions) ; it is clearly perceived 
that the location of the Auditory Organ is in the Kar-drum. Then again, 
the Conjunctions and Disjunctions are in the Air which is imperceptible; 
hence when they appear in the Ear-drum, they are not perceived [and this 
gives rise to the illusion tliat tiio sound that is heard is at some other place, 
where the Conjunctions and Disjunctioyis started ; though in reality the 
sound that is heard is at the Ear-drum itself]. Thus there is no incongruity 
in our theory, and the idea tliat the Word occupies several places is 
illusory. Further, in reality, the locus of the Sound is Akdsha ; and Akdsha 
is one only; for this reason also Sound cannot exist in several plat;es. 

Lastly, when the form of the Word is one only, if there are various 
places (where the Word is heard), it is the places that would be diverse, not 
the Word itself. P^or tliis reason there is nothing incongruous even in the 
view [that Word-Sound is hoard in several placosj. 

* [’Ijt. ayswHw's-fw') II 

[Answer to Sfi , 10] — It is a uiffekknt letteji, not a modification. 

Bhdsya. 

The expression * dadhyatrn^ is not a case of modification of an original; 
in fact the (resultant) (in ^ dhy a') is a letter totally different from the 
(original) ‘ ’ (in ‘ dhi^). People going to make use of the letter ‘ ya ’ do not 
take up the letter ‘ i \ — in the manner in which people desiring to make 
a tnal take up the reeds [where the reeds are the material which become 
modified into the nmtl, 3Ierely because wo perceive some similarity 
(between two things), one is not called either the material cause (original) 
or the product (modification) of the other. For instance, on seeing a lump of 
curd and a lump of kunda flowws (both of which are wdiite), we do not 
regard one as the original cause and the other as its product (or modifica- 
tion). — Thus the objection urged. by the Opponent is not applicable to 
our doctrine. _ 

SUTRA (17). 

[Answer to Su . 11] — The ‘augmentation’ spoken of is the 

AUGMENTATION OF TUB NOISE (NOT OF THE WOBD). 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued by the Opponent that tf* when several people are 
beating a drum or pronouncing a word, the sound heard is very loud, which 
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shows that with each person (beating the drum or pronouncing the word) 
there is an augmentation of the particles of the Sound”. — But as a matter 
of fact, it is not so ; Sound has no parts, as is shown by the fact that we 
cannot perceive any component parts of Sound ; and as it is without parts, 
no augmentation of it is possible. Hence there can be no augmentation of the 
Word (sound). What happens is that wheti the Word is pronounced by one 
man, its sound is soft ; but when it is pronounced by several persons, those 
same letters (which had sounded soft), on account of being taken up 
continuously by such Conjunctions and Disjimctions (ripples) as fill all the 
space in the Ear-cavity, come to be heard as ‘augmented’, and hence as 
having parts. As a matter of fact, however, when the Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions continuously set up render the (same) Word manifest, they 
come to be called by the name ‘ noise’. Hence the ‘ augmentation ’ (spoken 
of by the Opponent) is of the noise, not of the Word, 


SUTRA (18j. ^ 

-Is FACT (the Word) must be Eternal; a? 


[Final Siddhdnta] — In fact (the 

UTTERANCE IS FOR 'PHE PURPOSE OF ANOTHER. 


AS (its) 


Bhasya. 

The Word must bo eternal ; — why ? — ‘ because its utterance is for the 
purpose of another '. The term * darshana * stands for utteray^ce ; this utter- 
ance is ‘for the ynirpose of another*, i.e. for the purpose of making known 
the meaning to * another*. Tf the word ceased to exist as soon as uttered, 
then no one could speak of (make known) any thing to others; and in that 
case the word could not bo uttered for the purpose of another. On the 
other hand, if the word does not cease to exist, then it is only right that on 
hearing the word many times, (here is comprehension of its moaning. — It 
might be argued that — “ the comprehension of the moaning (of one evanescent 
word) is duo to its being similar to another word which had expressed a 
meaning (whicli has ceased to exist after utterance) fand the two words 
are not the same as presupposed by the Siddlmntin].” — But (according to the 
opponent) no word could have expros.sed its meaning, each word being 
equally new (disappearing as soon as uttered, without expressing any moan- 
ing). — “ But there may bo some previous individual word whoso connection 
with the meaning might have been created [and the similarity to this word 
would enable the subsequent words to express that same moaning].” — This 
(creation of the connection of a new word with its moaning) has been already 
explained by us (to be impossible) [in the section on the Relation of words to 
Meanings under Sutra 5 — says the Shlokavdrtika — Chap, on Eternality of 
Words, 255]. Further, if a cognition (of the meaning of a word) wore based 
merely upon the similarity (of that word to a previous denotative word), 
then, there would always be a chance of its being mistaken and hence liable 
to sublation ; for instance, the words ‘ nidld * (garland) and ‘ shdld ’ (house) 
being similar (in sound) oife might derive the notion of the garland from the 
word * shdla^ [Read * shdld ^ for ‘m4Zd’], and such a notion would certainly 
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be a mistaken one (and hence liable to sublation). — ** But (this need not be 
so in all cases; for instance) the notion of the animal with the dewlap having 
been derived from the word * qdvV (through its similarity to the word 
‘ ganh ’ which denotes the said animal), that notion is not sublated ; the 
same may be true with the case in question [e.g. the notion of the jar 
may be derived from the word * ghala" heard by a person today through 
its similarity to another word ‘ ghala" which he had heard on a previous day 
as denoting the jar: and certainly there would be nothing wrong in this 
notion and it would not be sublatedj.” — This is not right ; in the case of the 
(corrupt) w’ord * gdv%\ the speaker really wishes to make use of the correct 
form ‘ ganh ’ [and it is through incapacity or ignorance that he uses the corrupt 
form * gavl\ so that if one understands this corrupt word as denoting the 
animal denoted by that correct form, that too must bo due to incapacity 
and ignorance and hence liable to be mistaken, — says the Shlolcavdrtika^ 
Chap, on * Eternality of Words *, 276-277] ; while in the case in question [where 
the same form ‘ gduh ’ is repeated], there is no desire to use any other form 
[and the comprehension of the object denoted therefore cannot bo due to 
similarity. I — Further, it is not possible that the single act of utterance 
should bring about the use of the word itself and also create its relation to 
its denotation. [Each time that the word ‘r/o’ is used, if it were a new 
word, only similar to the word ‘f/o’ used before, then it would mean 
that whenever the word is uttered, it produces two things : (1) the use of the 
new word and (2) the connection of this new word with the thing denoted 
by it; and this is not right.] 

For these reasons, we conclude that ‘ its utterance being for the purpose 
of another, the word must be eternal’. 


^SUTJIA(19). 

There is simultaneity throi'( shout. 

Bhdsyff, 

Whenever the word ‘ go" (‘cow’) is uttered, there is a notion of all cows 
simultaneously. From this it follows that the word denotes the Class, And 
it is not possible to create ihe relation of the Word to a Class; because in 
creating the relation, the creator would have to lay down the relation by 
pointing to the Class; and without actually using the word ‘ f/o ’ (which he 
could not use before he has laid down its relation to its denotation), in 
what manner could he point to the distinct class denoted by the word ‘ go\ 
— seeing that the body of the cow (which alone could bo pointed to is the 
rocept.acle oi many classes [such as ‘ Earth’, ‘Substance’, ‘Being’, ‘Tail’* 
and so forth — says the Shlokavdrtika, Chap, on ‘ Eternality of Words ’, 360 1 ? 
Tf, however, the word ‘r/o’ is eternal, it is the same word that is uttered 
many times and has been previously heard also many times, as applied to 
other individual cows; and thus by a process of positive and negative con- 
comitance the word comes to be recognised as denoting the particular ckiss , — 
For this reason also, the Word must be eternal. 
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Because there is no number (in Connection with a Word). 


Bhasya, 

People speak of the word ‘igfo’ being pronounced eight times; they never 
speak of the word ‘ go * itself being eight in number, — “ What, if that is 
so ?” — ^Phe use of such an expression shows that people recognise (the same 
word) ; [they argue as follows — ] ‘ we recognise the word as the same, — our 
perceptive organs are not defective, — others also recognise the Word as tlie 
same, — like ourselves, all persons recognising the Word as the same, would 
be prepared to assert that the Word is not different (but the same)’. — Tt 
might be held that “ though the words are actually different, >'et people are 
deluded by their similarity and hence declare them to be ono and the 
same word — This is not right, the notion that people hav^e is not that ‘ this 
is similar \ but that ‘this is the same as that *; a^d further, the idea of 
sameness could be called a ‘delusion’ only if the difference among them 
wore clearly perceived ; as a matter of fact however, the idea that ‘ this 
word go is other than that word go* is not got at by direct perception, or 
by any other means of right cognition. 

The opponent might urge — “Cognition and Action also (which are 
admitted by all to be ephemeral things) are recognised to be the same [(a) 
the cognition of the cow that one has today is recognised as the same cogni- 
tion of the cow that ho had yesterday; and (b) the action of walking done 
today is recognised as the same action of walking that was done yesterday] : 
and so by your reasoning these two also should be eternal.” 

This does not affect our position; because these two arc not directly 
perceived; if they were directly perceived, they also would be eternal. 
(This is an obscure passage. The Shlokavdrtika, Chap, on Eternality of 
W'ords, provides the most satisfactory explanation in Verses 390-394 : — ‘ We 
do not accept mere Becognisability of the Word as proof of its Eternality ; 
all that wo moan by citing tho fact of Recognition is to show that the theory 
of the non-eternality of words is opposed to a fact of Sense-pcrcoption (Re- 
cognition), and not that eternality is inferred from Recognition. So that the 
objection urged by the opponent, — that on the same ground of Recognition, 
Cognitions and Actions also should bo inferred to bo eternal — is not re- 
levant. — But even to this irrelevant objection we have a suitable answer : — 
‘ Tt is by Inference that people can get at the idea of tho non-eternality of 
words, whereas their eternality is proved by the Perception of Recognition; 
and naturally Inferenco is sot aside by Perception ; in the case of Cognitions 
and Actions, on the other hand, their eternality is only inferred from their 
recognisability (their recognition not being a fact of perception); and their 
non-eternality is proved by Inference; hence between these two there is no 
difference in the strength of their validity ’. — Another explanation suggested is 
that when Cognition and Action are said to be ‘not perceptible’, what is 
meant is that they are ‘ not perceived’ by the Audiiory Organ, Further, only 
those actions are spoken of here as ‘ not perceptible ’ as belong to supersen- 
suous things; and as regards Cognitions, that these are imperceptible 
has been explained under ‘ Shunyavdda, ’ Those actions that belong to 
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perceptible things are accepted by ns to bo eternal, like Letters and Words, 
on the ground of Recognition, etc., etc.] 

Says the Opponent: — “The AVord pronounced yesterday has ceased to 
exist; so that the Word pronounced today must be a different word”. 

Certainly the word pronounced yesterday has not ceased to exist; for 
the simple reason that we perceive it again ; when people see an object, and 
failing to seo it for a moment, see it again and recognise it to be the same 
as seen before, they never think that the object had ceased to exist. If 
they were to think so, then, on seeing their mother or wife or father a 
second time, they would not believe them (to be the same). Simply on not 
perceiving a thing people do not regard it as non-existPMt, and do not assume 
that it has ceased to exist. Tt is only when a thing is not found to be 
cognisable by any means of cognition that we regard it as non-existenL So 
that when there is Sense-perception available as the means of cognising a 
certain thing, that thing could not be regarded as not cognisable by any 
means of cognition. When again a certain thing has been unmistakably 
found to be existing, its existence cannot be denied; and so long as the 
thing is not actually found to be non-existent, the notion of its being existent 
cannot be regarded as wrong. Now in the case in question, the non-existence 
(of the word) has not been proved. Hence the notion (of the continued 
existence of the Word) not being wrong, there can be no non-existence (of the 
Word). All this is proved seriatim. From this it also follows that even in 
the case of a word not pronounced before, if people do not perceive it, they 
cannot assume that it has ceased to exist. For instance, when people, go- 
ing out of the house, do not seo all their family-members, but on returning 
see them again, they do not regard them as having ceased to exist before the 
said return. In the. same manner people cannot regard the Word (heard 
today) to be other (than the same word hoard yesterday). 

Kvon tlioso people who regard all things as undergoing destruction 
every moment, cannot say the same with regard to the Word ; because in 
regard to other things they hold the said view because they find the things 
perishing in the end, — while in the case of tho W'ord there is no end, nor is it 
found to perish. 

Lastly, the notion that ‘ this (what T hear today) is tho same as that 
(heard by me yesterday) ’ is got at by Pcu’coption, while tho notion that ‘ it is 
similar to it’ is got at by Inference; and no Inference can appear against 
Perception, nor can it establish its object. 

From all this it follows that VV'^ord is eternal. 

SgTRA (21). 

Because it is not dependent. 

Bhdaya, 

Even in the case of things whose actual production has not been 
perceived, some of them are regarded as non-eternal, in whoso case we find 
that there are causes tending to destroy them. For instance, when one sees 
a piece of new cloth which he has not seen lieing woven, — and yet on 
merely seeing its form, he understands that it is perishable, — seeing that it 
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has been produced by the conglomeration of the yams, and as such, it miist 
perish on the destruction of that conglomeration of the yams, or on the 
destruction of the yams themselves. — ^In the case of the Word, however, we 
do not perceive any material cause, on the destruction whereof the Word 
itself would be regarded as ceasing to exist. 

SUTRA (22). 

Also because there is no idea of the connection (of the 
Word, with any material cause). 

Bliasya. 

This Sutra has to be construed as following upon a few words, such as 
the following (emanating from the Opponent) — “The Word may be the 
product of Air; in fact it is Air which, through certain conjunctions and 
disjunctions, becomes the Word. The author of the Shtksd also has declared 
that * Air takes the form of Word*.” 

[It is in answer to this that we have the Sutra.) — It cannot be so; if 
the Word were the product of Air, then it could only be Air in a particular 
shape. As a matter of fact, however, wo do not recognise any particle of 
Air in the constitution of the Word, in the manner in which wo recognise the 
particles of yarn in the constitution of the Cloth. Therefore the Word can- 
not be a product of Air. If the Word were a product of Air, then we could 
perceive it with our tactile organ (as wo perceive Air); and yet we do not 
feel by touch any air-par tides in the Word. Hence Word cannot be a 
product of Air. Therefore it must be eternal. 

suTi^ (2: u. 

Also becauseave FiNiriNDicATivE texts. 

BJiasya. 

We also actually find a Vodic text indicating the otornality of Word— 
e.g. * By moans of Word which is eternal, etc.’ Though this text relates to 
a different topic, yet it reiterates the oternality of the Word. 

From all this we conclude that Word is eteriia.1. 



Adhikarana (7) : Expressiveness of Sentences {in the Veda). 

SUTRA (24). 

•v3?TTn ^ II XT 

[Purvapakaa ] — “ Even though they (word, tts meat^ing, and the 

RELATION BETWEEN THE TWO) BE ETERNAL, THEY COULD 
NOT BE EXPRESSIVE OF THE VeDIC SUBJECT- MATTER 

(of the Vedic Injunction, Dharma) ; because 

THEY are not EFFICIENT FOR THAT 
PURPOSE.” 

Bhasya. 

[It has been established that Words, their meanings, and the Relation 
between them are inborn, eternal ; but so far nothing has been said regard- 
ing Sentences ; and as the Vedic Injunct ion, which is the solo moans of 
knowing Dharma, is ahvays in the form of Sentence, — until the same fact is 
established regarding Sentences, the validity of the Injunction as a means of 
knowing Dlmrma remains doubtful. Hence the Author now proceeds to 
deal w’ith the nature of the Sentence and its meaning]. 

PUrvapaksa. 

Says the Purvapaksin — ** Even though the Word, its Meaning and the 
Relation between tlio two bo inborn, — i.e. eternal, — yet it cannot be true 
that * Dlmrrna is that which is indicated by the Vedic Injunction as con- 
ducive to the highest good.’ The Injunction must bo a sentence (not a 
Word)\ and in the injunction ‘one deSiring heaven should perform the 
Agnihotra ’, there is not a single Word which expresses the idea that ‘ heaven 
results from the performance of the Agjiihotra ' ; this idea is comprehended 
only from all the three words (a) ‘ Agnthotram' — {h) ^ jnhuydt ’ — (c) ‘ svarga- 
kdmah\ [(c) ‘one desiring heaven — (b) should perform — (a) the Agnihotra"‘]\ 
and there is no fourth word apart from the group of the said three words; — 
no such group of words however is met with in common parlance, on the 
basis of which usage the meaning of the group could be deduced. Every 
single word of the group is used (in common parlance), and the meanings of 
these words are eternal ; but the group as such is never used in common 
parlance; hence the meaning of this group (not being eternal) must be 
either artificial (created) or illusory. 

“ It cannot be that the meanings of the (component) words themselves 
form the meaning of the (composite) group (sentence). Because (according to 
the Siddhuntin himself) the Word denotes the Universal (Class), while the 
Sentence refers to the Particular (Individual) ; and the Universal m something 
quite different from the ParticuUir, — Nor would it be right to assert that 
‘ the meaning of the sentence is deduced from the meaning of the (compo- 
nent) words ’ ; because there is no connection between the two ; and when 
there is no connection between them, — if it were possible that the compre- 
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honsion of the meaning of some one word would lead to the comprehension 
of some totally different meaning, — then it might be (as well) possible to 
comprehend everything from the comprehension of one thing. No such 
thing however over takes place. Hence we conclude that the meaning 
of the Sentence must be distinct (from the meaning of the words). 

“The following might bo urged by the other party — ‘Even from a 
sentence that has not been used before, and (hence) with regard to which no 
connection with any meaning has been established,— the comprehension of a 
meaning might be obtained by virtue of the nature of the sentence itself. — 
The Purvapaksm inight urge that in that cose the Word would go against its 
own nature; as it is not in the nature of the Word that the meaning is 
comprehended even from an unused w'ord ; in fact people never comprehend 
any moaning from the word heard for the first time. — ^The answer to this would 
be that what is sot forth here (that no moaning is comprehended from an 
unused word) is a characteristic of the Wordy not of the Sentence^ because 
people are actually found to comprehend the meaning of a sentence which 
they have heard for the first time.’ 

“To this the answer (of the Purvapaksin) is as follows: — This cannot 
be; if peo]de wore <o comprohend the meaning of a sentence hoard for the 
first time, then all men would comprohend it, — those knowing the mean- 
ings of the component words, as also those not knowing them. As a matter 
of fact, howe\'er, those not knowing the meanings of the component words 
never comprehend the meaning of the sentence. Hence what has been 
urged by the other party is not possible. 

“The other party retorts — ‘ Even when the meaning of the sentence is 
comprehended by those knowing the meaning of tho com]>onent words, the 
relation betw een the Sentence and its meaning must be one that is not artificial 
(created); and like tho moaning of tho Word, the meaning of the sentence 
also could be comprehended only by those who would be conversant with 
that (inl)orn) relation; just as tho meaning of a word heard a second time 
is comprehended only by those who had heard and comprehended it before.’ 

“ To this our {Purvapaksin' s) answer is — No ; in tho case of the sentence, 
if the last letter, along with the impressions loft by tho preceding letters, 
serves to express a moaning other than that of the words (composing the 
sentence), — then this process could not be Ijeld to be helped in any way by 
the knowledge of the meaning of tho component words. [Read ‘ tadd na ’ 
for * taddmm'] — From all this it follows that the cognition of the meaning 
of the sentence must be either artificial or illusory, — and that the knowledge 
of the meaning of tho scntenco cannot bo got at through the meaning of tho 
component w’ords. 

“ The other part^^ argues — ‘ Tho process would be as follows ; — The mean- 
ing of the sentence [o.g. shukJo (javlp white cow*, or krsno' slu^ah, black 
horse] is comprehended when the \vord ‘white’ or ‘black’ — which denote 
the particular — happens to be near the word ‘ cow ’ or ‘ horse ’ — which denote 
the universal,' 

“ But this cannot be ; when, as n matter of fact, the w ord ‘ cow ’ or 
‘ horse’, w^hich denotes th6 Universal, brings about the notion of all coivs or 
all horses, by direct denotation, — that notion could not bo wdthdrawm from 
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any one of those cows or horses, under the influence of the Sentence. Nor 
does any such word as ‘ white which denotes the Particular, express any 
such idea as ‘ the exclusion of the Black and others’. Nor can we assume 
the meaning of a word simply for the purpose of avoiding the contingency 
of its becoming meaningless. — Thus also the meaning of the Sentence cannot 
be due to the meanings of the Words; it must be artificial. Specially 
as sentences are only groups of words, and groupings of words are found to 
be made by man, in the form of such sentences as — ‘ The sweet-voiced 
swans moving about amidst clusters of blue lotuses, appear as if dancing 
[read * pranrtgantr for ^ pranashyantP'] with their bodies covered with blue 
silk *. From this it also follows that the Vedic Sentences also are created 
(not eternal, and hence not valid means of knowing Dharnva)." 

{Answer to tne Pfirvapaksa arguments] — [In the sentence] there is 
ONLY A predication (OR MENTION) OF WORDS WITH DEFINITE 
DENOTATIONS ALONG WITH A WORD DENOTING AN ACTION ; 

AS THE MEANING (oF THE SENTENCE) IS BASED 
CPON THAT (i.e. THE MEANING OF THE WORDS). 

Bhasya. 

In tlio sentence there is a predication — or mention — of such words as 
are tied to their denotations — along with a word denoting an action. Hence 
the Sentence can never bo said to have any separate moaning independently 
of the meanings of the words composing it ; — why ? — because there is no 
proof for it ; there is no valid moans of knowledge whereby wo could have 
any cognition (of the independent meaning of sentences). Flven the last 
letter of the sentence along with the impressions loft by the previous letters 
has no power, independently of the meanings of the component words, to 
express any meaning totally different from what is expressed by those 
words. 

Says the Opponent: — “But there is Presumption (of tho sentence 
having tho power to express an independent meaning): for instance, as 
a matter of fact, we do comprehend a meaning of the Sentence which is 
different from the meaning of the words; and this comprehension could not 
bo possible unless tho sentence had the requisite powers 

This is not right; as the meaning (of the sentence) is based upon that (i.e. 
the meaning of words). Tho Presumption (]uit forward by the Opponent) 
would be possible, if, in the absence of the said Power, there were no other 
basis available ; as a matter of fact however, such other basis is available — 
what ? — in tho shape of tho meanings of words. What happens is that each 
of the words (composing the sentence) ceases from activity after having 
expressed its meaning, — and the meanings of the words thus comprehended 
bring about tho comprehension of the meaning of the sentence (as a whole). 

“ How ? ” ^When such words as ‘ white ’, ‘ black ’ and the like bring 

about the notion of the quality (of whiteness, hhbckness and the rest), they 
are quite capable of bringing about the notion also of the thing possessing 
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that quality ; it is for this reason that people desiring to bring about the 
notion of the thing the gualily make use of only the word 

denoting the qiixiUty, and thereby their desired object is attained, and the 
notion of the qimUfied thing is actually brought about ; — and it is this notion 
of the qwiUJied thing that constitutes the meaning of the sentence. [This 
shows that the meaning of a word brings about the notion of a qualified 
thing ; and as what is expressed by the sentence is only a qualified tiling, — viz. 
the meanings of words as qualified by one another, — it follows that the compre- 
hension of the meaning of the Sentence is derived from that of the meanings 
of words]. Such being the case, the meaning of the sentence is got at 
from something quite different (from the Power of the Sentence, posited by the 
Purvapakm). When too no actual ‘Power’ in the groiqj of words (i.e. 
Sentence, apart from tlie component words) is perceived, M'ho can dare 
to say that the presence of this Power is doducible from (presumed on 
the basis of) the Meaning (of the Sentence) ? [As such an assumption 
would involve a vicious ciride. Meaning depending upon Power, and Power 
depending upon Meaning]. — Then again, whether one thing is separate 
or not from another is ascertained by positive and negative concomitance; 
and in the case in question it is found that sometimes, by reason of some 
mental derangement (loss of memory), the meanings of the words uttered 
arc not comprehended ; at such a time the meaning of the sentence 
(composed of those words) would /levcr be comprehended only if the mean- 
ing of the sentence were not entirely separate from the meaning of the 
Words; — as a matter of fact, it is found that under the said circumstances, 
the meaning of the sentence is never comprehended. [It follows therefore 
that the meaning of the sentence is not entirely separate from tJie meaning 
of the component words]. — [Some people might argue that in the case 
cited, when the meaning of the words is not comprehended by reason of some 
mental derangement, the sentence also is not perceived ; so that the non- 
comprehension of the meaning of the sentence is due to the non-perception 
of the Sentence itself, and not to the non-comprehonsion of the meanings of 
the words. The answer to this is that] even in a case where the word 
‘white’ is not uttered, if one happens to have some idea of ‘whiteness’, 
ho has also the idea of the thing possessed of the quality of ^vhiteness [so 
that the idea of the qualified thing follows from the idea of the quality ; in the 
same manner the conception of the meaning of the sentence, which consists 
of the conception of the meanings of the words qualifying one another, 
follows from the conception of the meanings of the w^ords ; for instance, 
when we see a white animal running at a distance and hear its neighing, 
and wo have some notion of while horse and running,— there follows the 
notion ‘ the white horse is running ’, which is the meaning of the sentence ‘ the 
white horse is running’, even though no such sentence has been uttered. 
If the non-perception of the sentence were the cause of the non-comprehension 
of the meaning of the sentence, then in the case cited, there could be no 
comprehension of the meaning of the sentence ; as the sentence, not being 
uttered, has not been perceived].— From all this it follows that the 
meaning of the sentence is comprehended only on the comprehension of the 
meanings of the component words ; and it has no connection with (and does 
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not follow from) the group of words (Sentence, as something distinct from 
the Words). 

It has been argued above (Text, p. 33, 1. 17) that “ the direct denotation 
of the word (including all individuals) could not be withdrawn from any 
particular individuals simply in consideration of the sentence: [e.g. when 
the word ‘ Cow ’ denotes all cows, there can bo no justification for restricting 
its denotation to any particular cow only because the word happens to 
appear in the sentence ‘the white cow goes’.] — True, this is so. But we 
admit the qualified (restricted) denotation of the words as forming the mean- 
ing of the sentence, only where we find that the meaning of the Word as used 
by itself serves no purpose and hence becomes useless, — and not in all 
cases ; — our idea being that (if it can serve no useful purpose as the isolated 
meaning of the word) it may serve some purpose by being taken as the 
qualified meaning of the sentence. 

This same reasoning also sots aside the other objection that “ the Word 
(‘white’) does not denote the exclusion of other qfmlities” (see Text, p. 33, 
1. 18). [That is, we can take the word as denoting the exclusion of other 
quaUties if we find that, if not so taken, it becomes useless.] 

Further, the Accusative and other case-endings appearing at the end of 
a noun clearly indicate the rule that the denotation of the noun qualifies 
(and restricts) the signification of those endings; and this particular rule 
(that the Accusative ending appearing along with the word * gdm^ signifies 
the objective character as restricted, to the cow) would set aside the general rule 
(that the Accusative ending signifies the objective character in general). 

Lastly, it has been urged (Text, p. 33, 1. 21) that “groups of words 
(sentences) are found to be composed by human beings”. — This has been 
refuted by us by such arguments as tlial people have no remembrance [idea 
of any human beings as the composers of Vedic sentences 1 (see Text, p. 15, 
1. 23). Further, we do not find among human beings any 6uc;h capacity as 
would enable them to compose sentences on such (supersensuous) subjects (as 
Sacrifice, Heaven and the like). 


.X ^ SUJRA i^6)^ 

In regard to the ordinary (worldly) things, — inasmuch as 

THKKE IS CONTACT (OF THE THING WITH THE ORGANS OF PERCEP- 
TION), — IT IS POSSIBLE FOR SENTENCES TO BE ACTUALLY 
COMPOSED IN USAGE. 


Bhdsya. 

[It has been shown that it is not possible for human beings to compose 
sentences dealing with supersensuous things.] In regard to the things of 
the world, it is possible (for men), after having actually perceived the 
things, to compose sentences speaking of these things, — such as ‘ the swans 
roaming among the clusters of blue lotuses, etc.’ (quoted by the Purvapak- 
§in). 

From all that has gone above we conclude tj;iat the connected idea that 
Heaven is attained by performing the Agnihotra is obtained out of just those 
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meanings (ideas) that are severally expressed by the words (a) * Svarga- 
kdmah' (Desiring Heaven), (6) ^juhuyat" (one should offer), and (c) *Ag7ii- 
hotram'* (the Agnihotra sacrifice); — the comprehension of the meanings of 
words being derived from Words ^ and the moaning of the Sentence being 
derived from the meanings of the component words. 



Adhikabaija (8) : The Veda is not the work of any Person. 

^ ^ S0XR4.(27). 

^n^ er 57<n^ii* >:p 

[Piirvapakaa] — ‘*8ome people recsard the Vedas to be modern, 
BECArSE they ARE NAMED AFTER PERSONS.” 

' Bhasya. 

Says the Purvapaksin : — “It has been declared above that ‘Dharma is 
that which is indicated bj^ the Vedic Injunction as conducive to the highest 
good*, because relation between Words and their meanings is not crea- 
ted by man. Our objections regarding Words and Sentences have been 
answered (by the Siddhdntin). Wo are now going to attack the SiddJMnta 
doctrine from another standpoint: What wo say now is that the Vedic 
Injunctions themselves are the work of human beings ; that is, the V^edas 
belong to recent times, being corni^osed in modern days : and as the Injunc- 
tions are all contained in the Vedas, — if the Vedas are the work of human 
authors, the Injunctions also must doubtless be the work of human authors. 
— ^The Siddhdntin may ask — ‘On what grounds do some people regard the 
Vedas as composed (by man) ? ’ — The answer is — Because they are named after 
persons; as a matter of fact, we find that the Vedas are named after certain 
men, — being named as * Kdfhaka' (composed by Kathaka), * Kdidpaka' 
((?omposed by Kaldpaka), * Paippafdda* (composed by Pippaldda), * Ma^i- 
hula^ (composed by MidmlaYi and so forth. Such naming would not be 
p(jssible unless the texts had some connection (with the persons whose name 
tliey bear) ; and the man can have no connection with a text except thett he 
is the author and the text is his work. — ‘But the name might be duo to 
the text having been expounded (not composed, by the person).’ — That can- 
not be, we reply ; the qualification of a thing is always such as is peculiar to 
that thing itself; and it is only the author that can bo one only for a text, 
the expounders might be many [so that the distinguishing name could not 
be based upon those expoutvl’nvj it; as in that case there would be no reason 
for the text being named after any one of the expounders]. — From all this 
wo conclude that there must have been an author of the Vedic Injunctions, 
even though we do not remember (have no idea of) him. And therefore ‘ the 
Dltartna indicated by the Vedic Injunction’ cannot be accepted as authori- 
tative.” 

[PCjrvapaksa cwicliidm] — “Also mcausb we find Ephemeral 
THINOS (mentioned IN THE VeDA) ”. 

Bhasya, 

“ In the Veda we find several such things spoken of as are prone to birth 
and death ; for instance, we find such sentences as — ‘ B abar^ . the son of 
Pravahana, desired,’ ( Taitti, Safh. 7.1.20) , ‘ I ^syruyind a. the son of Udda- 
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laka, desired '(Taitti, Sam., 7. 2. 2), and so forth. Now the ‘ son of Uddalaka ’ 
must be horn of Uddiilaka ; and if so, the text speaking of him could not 
have existed before his birth. In this way also, the non-eternality (of the 
Veda) becomes established.” 


.SUTRA C29). 

[Siddhanta] — It has already bek^ explain kd 


THAT THERE IS AN 
UNBROKEN CONTINUITY OF THE TEXT. 


Bhasya. 

We have alread\' explained that (under Su. 5) there is an unbroken tra- 
dition of tlie text among the students of the Veda [which proves that the 
Veda is eternal] ; all that we have to do here is to answer the objections 
(urged by the Purvapaks'm) ; and this we are going to do in the following 
Sutra ft. 

SUTRA (30). 

,,, 3rr35n A® 

iHE NAME IS DUE TO KXPOUNDlNt;. 

Bhasya. 

It has been urged by the Purvapalcsi n that such names of \"edic texts 
as ‘ Kdlhaka * and the like must be indicative of the avlhor. — Our answer to 
this is as follows : — No such presumption (of the author) is justifiable ; as 
people might call a text by the name of one who is not the author at all ; it 
IS possible that all that Ka^ha and other persons (whose names are applied to 
certain Vedic texts) have done is such suiJerior expound h}g of the text as has 
not been done b,N' any one else ; and there are people who call texts by the 
names of such extjeptioual expounders. Then again, we are told that, while 
Vaishanpayana was a student of all the Vedic texts (of the Yajurvada), 
Katha taught only the one particular Reconsional text (which is named 
after him), and among the many students of several Recensions, if any one 
man concentrates upon a single Recension and does not study any other 
Recension, he becomes an expert in that Recension, and as such it is only 
natural that he should be specially connected with that Recension which 
may be '.distinguished (from other texts) by its connection with him. [So 
that the name of the text does not necessarily indicate an author.] 


Tn 


REALrrv, 


. SUTRA (31). 
ept cj" Tf\ u an 

'I’HEHE IS ONLY A SIMILARITY OF SOUNDS. 


Bhasya. 

The Purvapaksin has cited the term * pravahanP (as a proper name 
occurring in the Veda, aiul hence proving that the Veda came after that 
person). — But this is not right. We do not know of any person of the name 
of ‘ Pmw/wina hence the term * prdvahanr cannot mean ‘the son of 
Pravdhana^ ; in fact the prefix * pra^ is well-known as signifying excellence, 
and the root ‘ vaha^ as signifying the aci of carrying; and wo do not know of 
the combination of those tJlvo (pra-vaharia) as forming any common well- 
known word; — as regards the ‘ i’ (in the term ‘ prdvdhani'), it is known as 

4 
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signifying ‘ progeny ' as well as ‘ agent of an action ’ ; — so that the term 
‘ ’ signifies ‘ one who carries things in an excellent manner ’ Lflftdit 

cannot mean. ' the son of PravahatiM as we do not know of any person of the 
name of ‘ PravahavM ’]. — As for the term *hahQr a it is only a word imitative 
of sound (produced by the blowing wind).~thus the two words pravahani * 
and 'babara') only express the everlasting thing (the blowing wind). — It is 
this that is meant by the words of the Sutra — ‘ There is only a similarity of 
sounds.^ 

.QG>tj^DjRA (32)^- 

UN account of passaoes being cobkblatbd to actions, the pas- 

SACJES IN QUESTION WOULD BE OF USE IN REGARD TO AN ACT. 


Bhmya. 

Asks the Opponent — “ How do you know that all this (Veda) is not like 
the utterance of lunatics and children ? As a matter of fact, we find in it 
such sentences as ‘Trees sat at the sacrificial session’, ‘ Serpents sat at the 
sacrificial session’, ‘The old bull sings maddening songs*. Now, how could 
the ‘ old bull ’ sing ? How too could ‘ trees ’ or ‘ serpents ’ sit at sacrifices ? ’’ 

The answer to this is as follows: — As a rule we find the sentences 
occurring in the Veda laid down as mutually connected. — “How so?” — 
Having stated the word * Jyotistowa(i\ the term ‘should be performed’ 
is added ; — then the question arising as to the means of the performance — 
‘ by what is it to be performed ? ’ — the term ‘ by means of the, Sotna * is 
added ; —then arises the question, * for what purpose ? ’ ; — and in answer 
there is the term * for the purpose of attaining heaven ’ ; — then comes the 
question, ‘in what manner ? ’--and the answer is ‘thus, by this process*. 
Thus seeing that the entire passage affords an idea which is the sum total of 
what is expressed by each of the terras described above, — how could we say 
that it is like the utterance of a lunatic or a child ? 

“ But the statement that we find to the effect that ‘ Trees sat at tlie sacri- 
ficial session’ is clearly absurd.” 

It is not absurd. In the first place, even if this particular statement 
were absurd, that would not make all other statements — such as ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Ayniholra' — absurd. — But in reality, even 
siich statements as ‘Trees sat at the sacrificial session* are not absiird. 
They serve to eulogise the sacrificial session ; the sense being, ‘ even such 
inanimate things as trees performed this sacrifice, \Vhat to say of learned 
Brahmanas ? ’ Just as in common parlance wo say ‘ At evening- time even 
animals do not graze, what to say of learned Brahmanas ? * — Further, the 
teaching in the Veda being found irreproachable, wholesome and definite, 
how could it ever be suspected to be like the utterance of lunatics and 
children ? 

For those reasons, it becomes established that ‘ Dharma is what is indi- 
cateA by Vedic Injunctions as conducive to the highest good\ 


Thus ends Pdda I of Adh^dya 7, 
the Tarkapdda. 



PADA IT. 

Authority of the Arthavada . 

Adhikaraija (1): Authority of Arthavada Passages 

in general. 

^ n <*1 -eif ri ^ 

[PCrvapaksa] — “Tub purpose of the Veda lying in the enjoin- 

INti OF ACTIONS, THOSE PARTS OF THE VeDA WHICH DO NOT SERVE 
THAT PURPOSE ARE USELESS; IN THESE THEREFORE THE VedA IS 
DECLARED TO BE NON-ETERNAL (UNRELIABLE).” 

Bhdsya. 

[Having established the authoritative character of the Veda, the Author 
now proceeds to explain the usefulness, with regard to D/mnna, of the wiiole 
Veda, consisting of Vidhi (Injunction), Artfiaixida (Valedictory Passages), 
Mantras and Names, each of these being considered separately with 
reference to its own specific use. — The use of Vidhi, Injunction, has been 
discussed fully in the preceding I^ddd,‘where it has been shown that it is the 
only means of knowing Dhanna, The present Sutra starts the consideration 
of the Arthavada or Valodiatory-Passages.J, r ^ 

The propounders of the scripture road (in the Veda) such passages as — 

(а) * He wept (arodU ) ; — ^because ho wept, Rudra came to bo called Rtidra ’ 
{TaUtirlya-Samhitd 1-51), (6) ‘Prajapati cut out his own fat’ (Taittirlya- 
Samhild 2. 1. 1), (c) ‘The deities, on coming to the sacrificial ground, did not 
know the directions’ (Tailtir%ya-Samhild 0. 1. 6).— In connection with these, 
the question arises — Do those bring about the knowledge of any Dhurnm 
or not ? 

The Purvajwiksa view is stated as follows : — 

“ The propounders of the scripture cjuote texts only for the purpose of 
explaining in what manner an act is to be performed. Such being the case, 
if there are passages which do not indicate an act to be done, or some detail 
connected with the act, and which speak of only past events, — such for 
instance as ‘Rudra wept’, ‘Prajapati cut out the fat’, ‘the deities did not 
know the directions ’ and so forth, — of what Dharma could these bring about 
a knowledge? — It might bo said that ‘some suitable meaning (tending to 
indicate an act to be done) might be got out of even such passages, by the 
several methods of indirect interpretation, — such as (a) supplying of ellipsis, 

(б) changing the forms of words, (c) connecting what is disconnected, 
(d) disconnecting what is connected, and (e) imputing a figurative meaning. 
[Examples of these methods are given in the Shlokavdrlika, Sutra 1, verses 
54-58]’. — Even if such a meaning could be assumed, what is the definite 
meaning that could be actually assumed ? It could only be the following : — (a) 
" Rudra wept, therefore other people also should weep ’, (h) ‘ Prajapati cut out 
his fat, therefore other people also should cut out their fat ’, (c) ‘ At the time 
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of tho sacrifice, the deities did not know the directions, therefore other people 
also should not know the directions. ’ — But none of these acts could be done : 
for instance, (a) when a man sheds tears either on account of separation from 
a loved person or by reason of being hurt, that action is called ‘ weeping ' ; 
and certainly no one does this act voluntarily; — {b) nor can any one cut out 
his own fat, offer it into the fire, and with the hornless animal rising out 
of it, perform a sacrifice ; — (e) nor could people be voluntarily bewildered 
regarding the directions at the time of a sacrificial performance. — For these 
reasons we conclude that all these passages must bo useless. — And because 
they are ‘ useless,' therefore thay are described as ‘ non-eternal * ; which means 
that ‘ though (being contained in the Veda) they are eternal, yet they do not 
serve any eternal (lasting) purpose’.- -This attack is aimed at a few of tho 
sentences (in tho Veda, i.o only Artluivddas), not against the entire body of 
Vedic texts. — ‘But if a portion of a number of mutually related words 
is rejected, they become defective and as such unable to serve their purpose ; 
consequently tho rejection of a part must tnean the rejection of tho whole ’. — 
Not so ; there are certain groups of words (sentences) which are capable of 
enjoining a certain act, oven without any Artlvavddas (Valedictory Passages) ; 
it is only such sentences as by reason of being connected with the Valedic- 
tory Passages, enjoin something quite different, that become rejected })y the 
rejection of those Valedictory Passages ”. 

[PtJRVArAKJjA conthadictiox 

OF THE SCHirTPKES AND OF PIRECTT.Y PERCEIVED FACTS 

Bhasya. 

“There are such passages in the \’^cda as — (a) ‘The Mind is a thief’, 
‘ Speech is a liar ’ and so forth. These passages, containing mere descriptions 
of accomplished things, cannot serve as the means of knowing Dhanm . — 
Kven if some indirect meaning could be assumed bj^ the indirect methods- 
of intorprotation, the only injunction of actions that could bo derivt'd from 
these w’ould be — (a) that ‘ one should commit theft ’, and that (/>) ‘ one should 
toll lies* ; and the acts thus enjoined cannot be performed without trans- 
gressing the prohibitions of slealinf/ and of telling lies. Nor could the two 
(Stealing and Not-stealing, or Lying and Not-lying) be taken as optional 
alternatives ; as the two do not stand on the same footing : in tho case of 
one (i.e. Stealing) the injunction is assumed (on the basis of the Arthavada 
‘ the mind is a thief’), while in that of the other (N ot -stealing), we have the 
direct injunction (‘ thou .shalt not steal ’). 

“ Then again, there is contradiction of directly perceived facts also ; For 
example — ‘ During the day, it is only tho smoke of the fire that is seen, not 
its flame, and during the night only the flame of the fire is seen, not the 
smoke’ (Taitti. Bra, 2. 1. 2); and in support of this statement we have the 
further assertion — ‘ The Fire going forth from this World enters the Sun, and 
during tho night the Sun enters tlie Fire*. — Both these statements (of fire 
entering the Sun and the Sun entering the Fire) are contrary to perceptible 
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facts ; and hence cannot prove the aforesaid restrictive assertion (that ‘ it is 
the sjnoke alone ’ or ‘ the flume alone * that is seen). 

“ Another example of the contradiction of perceptible facts we have in 
the passage — ‘ We know not whether we are Brahmanas or Non-Brahmanas ’ 
(Gopathu-lirdh)nana 5. 2 1). In the first place this sentence, not laying down 
anytliing in regard to any action^ is useless. Secondly, if it actually moans 
that ‘ we do not know whether we are Brahmanas or Non-Brahmanas*, then 
it is contrary to a perceptible fact, and as such cannot bo true. 

“ An example of the contradiction of what is stated in the scriptures we 
have in the passage — ‘ Who knows whether one lives in the other w’orld or 
not’ {Taittirlya-Samhitd 7. 2. 2; G. 1. 1). — If it is a more question, then, 
serving no purpose regarding any act, it is useless. If it expresses a real 
uncertainty, then it is contrary to what is declared in the Scriptures (regard- 
ing men going, after death, to regions other than the Earth). And thus 
being contrary to well- ascertained facts, the statement cannot be true.” 


•'^SQTRA J3I. 



IPOrvapaksa continued] — “Also of the ahsence of 


resi:lts.’ 


lihasya, 

“ W’ith reference to Ihe (larijntrirdtra Brdhnmna, it is said ‘ If one knows 
this, his face shines’ (Tdndya MahAbrdhmana 20. 16. 6). If this is a mere 
statement of an accomplished fact, then it has no value. If it describes the 
result following from the reading of the particular text, then it is a descrip- 
tion of what does not exist (is not true). But the result may come at 
some future time ’. — ^Thero is no evidence for this. — ‘ The statement may be 
taken as an Injunction (of the result) B\it the sentence is not capable of 
being taken as an Injunction ; and further, it is going to be considered 
later on, under the Sutra ‘ Dracyasawskdrakarmasv, etc. ’ (4 . 3. Ij , \vhether 
such passages as the one \mder consideration are Injunctions of results or 
Arthavdda [and the conclusion arrivocl at there is going to be that they are 
Arthaiuila], In the present context all that we have to consider is w^hether 
the passage is a mere description of an esta]>lished fact, or it lays down 
something helpful to an Action [and wo have seen that as a description it is 
untrue, and it does not lay down anything in connection with any Action]. 

Another example of the same kind is the passage — ‘ If a man knows 
this, an extremely wealthy child is born among his progeny ’. 


^T RA (4 ). 


IPOrvapaksa continued ] — “ Because olr the tselessness of other 

(acts).” 


lihasya. 


“There are the following three texts — (1) ‘By pouring the Final Obla- ? 
tion one fulfils all desires ’ (^itli. Bra. 3. 8. 10) ; (2) ‘ One who performs the \ 
Pas huba 7 xdha sacrifice wilts all regions^; (.3) ‘He passes beyond death, he | 
passes beyond the sin of Brahmana-slaughter, who performs the Ashvamedha 
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sc^crifices, as also one who knows this’. — ^Now if these are mere descriptions 
of established facts, then they are useless. If they lay down the actual 
results following from the acts mentioned, then there is no use for any other 
acts. For instance, (a) until the Final Oblation has been already poured into 
the Fire, the Agnihotra and other acts are not cornpleted [so that if all 
desires were to be fulfilled by the pouring of the Final Oblation, then there 
would be no need for performing the Agnihotra or any other act] ; — (6) simi- 
larly, until the Agnisomiya (which is a kind of Pashiibandha) has been per- 
formed, the Soma-sacrifice is not completed [so that if all regions including 
heaven were actually won by the performance of the Pashvbandha, there 
would be no need for the performance of the Soma-sacrihce, for the purpose 
of attaining heaven] ; — (c) similarly, until they have read the section deal- 
ing with the Ashvamedha, people do not perform the A shmmedha Sacrifice 
[so that if immortality and freedom from sins were already attained by the 
mere knowledge of the Ashvamedha, there would be no need for performing the 
sacrifice]. So that the case of all this should be like the case where men 
seeking for honey would nevei^ leave the hcW;^ found on the ^rAru-plant 
growing on the way and proceed further on to the mountain. To this end 
there is the popular saying — *If honey can be found on the Arka plant, 
wherefore should one go to the mountain ? which wise man would go on 
working after the desired object has been attained ? ’ 


ft ,, 

[PORVAPAKSA ALSO^BKOiU^^ the PROHIBITINCi OK 

WHAT CANNOT BE PROHIBITED.” 


Hhdsya, 


** Sucll-gjassages as ‘ The Fire shall not be kindled on the Earth, nor in 
the Sky, nor in Heaven ’ (Taitti, Samhitd 5. 2. 7) prohibits things which are in- 
capable of being prohibited. For instance, it is already known (without the 
help of the text) that fire cannot be kindled in th&Bky or in Heaven : as for 
the kindling of fire on the Earth, if a sentence were to prohibit that, it 
would mean the prohibition of all kindling (of fire). — If wo take the state- 
ment as not true, then these incongruities do not arise. In fact, how can 
that be true (a valid means of knowledge) which perturbs (goes against) 
another Injunction, (that of fire-kindling for instance), and is itself con- 
founded (as prohibiting the Kindling in the Sky) ; in the case in question, 
the prohibition that ‘ fire shall not be kindled * would go directly against the 
injunction that ‘ fire shall be kindled after placing a piece of gold on the 
ground ' (/6id.). 


.. ^ SOJBA (6). 

•ludea — “ Bec;! ■ 


[PORVAPAKijA concluded | — Because 


II 

OF THE 


MENTION OF NON- 


ETERNAL THINUS/ 


Bhasya. 

In connection with the authoritative charaifter of the Veda, the objec- 
tion that there is mention of non-eternal things in the Veda has been answered 
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by the declaration that ‘it is merely a similarity of sounds’ (Su. 1. 1. 21). — 
The same objection is raised here again in support of the attack upon some 
parts of the Veda — on the basis of the mention in the Veda, of such appa- 
rently ephemeral things as ‘ Sahara, the son of Pravdhana, desired’ (TaittL 
Sam. 7. 1. 10). 

^ SUTRA (71. 

[Siddhanta] — Being construe along with iNJimcTioN, they 

WOULD SERVE THE PURPOSE OF COMMENDING THOSE 
Injunctions. 

Bhasya, 

[The Bhaaya proceeds with the Siddhanta, in connection with a passage dis- 
tinct from all those that have been cited by the opponent; the reason for this 
has been thus explained in the Tantravartika : As regards the passages cited by the 
opponent, oven in their literal significations they are open to doubt ; consequently to 
begin with them would entail the additional initial effort of proving those to be 
true and then showing their bearing upon an Injunction; and inasmuch as this 
initial effort would bo of no' consequence regarding the connection of Arfhavada 
passages with Injunctions, — which is the real subject-matter of the present con- 
text, — the Bhdaya has cited a passage which, in its literal signification, is universally 
recognised to be true ; whereby it becomes easier to explain that such passages are 
glorifications, to be taken along with Injunctive passages, and as such help in the 
knowledge of Dharma; and to facilitate the matter further, the IShasya cites a 
passage which is instantly recognised as one to be taken along with, and forming 
part of, a direct Injunction.] 

The following text is found in the Veda — * One desiring prosperity should \ 
sacrifice the animal Shveta dedicated te Vayu; — Vayu is the eftest ^ 
deity;. . . .he leads the man to prosperity’ (TaittL Sam. 2. 1. 1). Though the 
sentence ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’ does not indicate any action (to be done), 
or anything connected with an action, yet it becomes a valid means of 
knowledge by being construed with an injunctive sentence; in the entire 
passage quoted, the sentence ending with * bhutikdnmy — i.e. the sentence 
‘One desiring prosperity should sacrifice the animal dedicated to Vdyu \ — is 
injunctive ; and it is wdtli this injunctive sentence, that the sentence in 
question — ‘Vayu is the eftest deity’ — is construed. — “But how can there 
bo any syntactical connection between the two sentences ? ” — There is 
syntactical connection between the Injunction and the eulogy, because 
the words (of the two sentences) are interdependent; the construction 
being — ‘ One desiring prosperity should sacrifice, — why ? — because Vayu 
is the eftest deity’. [With a view to avoid the need of the sentence 
eulogising Vdyu^ the injunctive sentence may be sought to be construed in 
the following way — ‘The man desiring prosperity should sacrifice the 
animal, — ^why should he sacrifice it ? — ^because prosperity results from the 
sacrifice’. — But this construction will not be acceptable if the two concepts 
(‘sacrifice* and ‘results’) are totally distinct, and hence if both were predi- 
cated, there would be a syntactical split. 

It may be asked — “ Why should there be commendation (of the enjoined 
act) ? ” — There is commendation for the purpose of making the Act attrac- 
tive and hence performed. — “ Even without the commendatory sentence. 
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the performance of the Act would be secured by the force of the injunction 
itself, ending with the term * hhutikdtnali\ so that the commendatory 
sentence is absolutely useles8*\ — Not so; as a matter of fact, if there 
were no commendatory words, then the enjoining would bo accomplished by 
the preceding sentence (ending with *hhutikdmah\ i.o. only the sentence 
‘one desiring prosperity should sacrifice the animal dedicated to Vayu'); 
but when the commendatory sentence is there, then the enjoining of the 
sacrifice for the man desiring prosperity would not be accomplished (without 
the help of the eulogy). For instance, when we have the simple sentence 
‘ Pa/o bhamli *, it expresses the sense that /he cloth produced, as the two 
words forming the sentence are complete by themselves and do not need any 
other factor: but when along with the same two words we find the third 
word * raktam' (red), then wo get the further sense that the^'e is connection 
with colon)'; and in this case the first two words do stand in need of being 
construed with the word * rnktnm' (which otherwise would be wholly un- 
connected and hence meaningless). Tn the same manner, if there wore no 
commendatory words, then the necessary persuasion (needed by the Injunc- 
tion) would be done by the Injunctive word itself. But when there is a 
commendatory word, the persuasion is done by the praising. — “ But even 
so, why should we have the commendatory word at all ? When (as \ oii say) 
its presence makes the Injunction lose its injunctive force, it had better not 
be there; specially as if it were not there, the necessary persuasion would 

be done by the preceding Injunctive sentence itself”. True; ev’^en without 

the commendatory word, the persuasion could bo accomplished ; but the 
commendatory word is there ; and when it is there, the sense that is 
expressed by it. is the commending (of the Act) ; and this coimnend- 
ing is the purpose served by both the sentences |the injunctive and 
the commendatory sentences. The object rommended, i.e. the Act, is 
indicated by the Injunctive sentence, -no commending is possible without 
any indication of what is commended, - so the Injunctive sentence also, in 
this way, serves the purpose of commending. — Tnniravdrtika, Trans, p. 371. 
It is only when the commendatory Word is not there that the persuasion 
may be regarded as being done by the Injunctive sentence (which involves 
a highly complicated process ). — ** Even when the commendatory w’orda are 
there, inasmuch as the preceding .sentence has the clearly injunctive form, 
the injunction would bo naturally regarded as expressed by that sentence, 
and there would bo no neod felt for connecting that sentence with the 
commendatory words. Ft might be argued that - * in this way, the commen- 
datory words would be meaningless and incomplete’; — our an.swer to 
this would be that, yes, they would bo meaningless ; lot them be so.” 

So long as the Words afford good sense, they cannot bo regarded as 
meaningless. As a matter of fact, the injunctive sentence is capable, in- 
dependently by itself, of enjoining its object, and it is also capable of being 
construed along with the commendatory words. And in the cose in 
question, the fact that it can be so construed is clearly manifest. For this 
reason we take the commendatory words as containing the commendation 
of what is enjoined by the Injunction [‘ a^mdi ’,*from the commendatory 
text in question; ‘ vidhelP, of what is enjoined]. 
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“We could deduce the injunction from the injunctive sentence in- 
dependently by itself.” 

That may be so ; if that is so, there is nothing incongruous in it. But 
when the connection of the commendatory words is there, the desired In- 
junction cannot bo expressed (by the Injunctive sentence, independently 
by itself). Every Sentence indicates a relationship ; if then, the Injunctive 
sentence were to indicate two relationships — such as,~ -( 1) ‘ one desiring pros- 
perity, should sacrifice’, and (2) ‘by sacrificing, such and such good things 
would be accomplished’,- -then there would bo a syntactical split. 

It has been argued above (Text, p. 39, 1. 0) that — “the sentence in 
question (‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’) does not express an act, nor anything 
connected with an act [and hence it is usclessj.” The answer to this given 
by the Sutra is that the eulogistic passages ‘ wouhl serve the 2 Vtrpose of com- 
mendimj the Inpfnctfons ’ ; that is, the commendatory words, eulogising the 
Act (enjoined), persuade the performers and thus help the Act itself. In 
this same manner all such (commendatory) words eulogise something and 
thereby help its being enjoined. 

From all this wo conclude that such sentences as ‘ Vflyti is the eftest 
deity’ (Tnilti, Sailt. 2. 1. 1. 1) are useful as means of right knowledge (of 
Dhnrma), 


, SfJTRA ^8). 
rXfSer JFP I' 

And thk connection ok dono-estabiashed tradition also is 

EQUALLY PRESENT (iN THE TnJITN(^TIVE AND THE (’OxMMEN- 
DATORY Words). 

Bhdsya, 

The 0])ponont might argue as follows: — “Even before the Commen- 
datory Words appear, the Injunctive AA'ords, ha\’ing the injunctive form, 
accomplish, independently, by tliernselves, the enjoining (of the act to be 
enjoined) ; and the presence of the Commendatory AVords must be regarded 
(and rejected) as a wrong reading of the text”. 

It is not so; because they give very good sense; and also because 
‘ the connection of lony-estahlished tradition is equally present ’ ; that is, 
all those characteristics that go to establish the ‘ tradition ’ are present 
equally in the Injunctive and the Commendatory Words ; — such characteris- 
tics being — (a) ‘ the text should bo road on certain days, and should not 
be read on certain days’, (h) ‘ the text must bo learnt from the mouth of the 
Teacher’, (c) ‘the rights and duties of the Teacher and the Pupil are such 
and such’, and so forth; all which are equally observed for the unimpeded 
study of all Vedic texts. — And further, there is a firm remembrance (of the 
entire Vedic text consisting of the Injunctive and the Commendatory Words). 

■ — For these reasons, the pwsence of the Commendatory Words cannot be 
regarded as ‘wrong (or mistaken) reading.’ 
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SUTRA (9) 




The iNcoNimuiTY (urged by the' Opponent) is not APPLicAtoB 


(to the Siddhanta) ; because the incongruity could be 
there only if an action were indicated (by the 
Commendatory Words) ; as a matter of fact, 

HOWEVER, WHAT THESE WORDS INDICATE IS 

NOT AN Action. Hence it is all right. 


Bhasya, 

The incongruity has been urged (by the Purvapaksin under Sutra 2) to 
the effect that there is contradiction of the scriptures and of directly per- 
ceived facts” and so forth. — But as a matter of fact, this incongruity is 
not applicable to the sentences ‘He wept, etc.,’ and the rest (which have 
been cited by the Purvapaksin ,)-, — ^why ? — because there would have been 
‘ contradiction’ (or incongruity) if the sentences had indicated (or enjoined) 
the action of ‘stealing’ and so forth; as a matter of fact, however, what the 
words indicate is not an action. Hence all these texts — * The mind is a thief \ 
‘ The speech is a liar’ — are all right (not incongruous). 


SUTRA (10). 

Then there is indirect application (figurative expression). 

Bhasya. ^ 

Says the Opponent: — “It has been asserted (by Siddhdntin, Text, 
p. 4.S, 1. 7) that the commendation serves the purpose of recommending the 
enjoined act. But how will this bo possible in a case where what is 
commended is totally different from what is enjoined ? For instance, we 
find the injunction laying down that ‘ Fire is to be removed by a branch of the 
ypAnsa or hy Mos s'" {Taitti. Sam. 5. 4. 4) where the things enjoined are the 
X^elasa and the Moss; while what is commended in the connected commen- 
datory sentence — * Water is calm ’ {Taitti. Sam. «'>. 4. 4) — is Water. [Certainly 
the praise of Water does not recommend the use of the Velasa or the 
Moss.V' 

The answer to this is that ^ there is indirect applicMion\ It is an 
indirect or figurative way of saying things when, for the purpose of eulogising 
a certain thing, we praise another thing related to it. In the case in 
question, Water is the origin of the Vetasa and Afo« 5 ;jbhese grow out of 
Water ; and hy the praise of the origin, the thing growing out of that origin 
becomes praised ; for instance, Devadatta born in the Ashrmka country 
regards himself as praised when the Ashmaka country is praised. The 
same should be understood to bo the case with the sentence in question 
(dealing with Vetasa — Moss and Water). 

The Opponent asks — “To what Injunction is the commendatory 
sentence ‘ He wept ’ auxiliary ? ” 

It is auxiliary to (and to bo taken along %ith) the Injunction that 
‘Silver shall not be given on the Barkis^ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 1. 2). — “How 
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flo ? ” — Because of the mutual requirements of the words of the two texts : 
For instance, first of all wo have the sentence ‘ He wept, and the fact that 
ho wept makes Rudra rudra' (TaittL Sark, 1. 6. 1), — and here the pronoun 
‘ he ’ requires (refers to) some subject spoken of in the context, as such is 
the signification of the pronoim *tat' (of which * sah\ ‘he’, is the nomina- 
tive form) ; next follows the sentence ‘ hia tears that flowed became silver *, 
whore also the pronoun *ta8ya \ ‘his’, refers to the same aforesaid sub- 
ject; — [thus the idea expressed by the two sentences taken together is 
that ‘The tears that flowed when Rudra wept became silver’]. — Now this 
idea supplies the justification for the l^rohibitive Injunction that ‘ silver^ 
should not bo given on the Bar hia — this justification being that, ‘if 
one gave silver at the sacrifice, then before a year passes, there shall be 
weeping in his house’, {TaittL Sam. 1. 5. 1. 2) — and for this reason ‘one^ 
shall not give silver on the Barhi8\ Thus it is found that all the words 
of the two texts are mutually complementary.— “ But in what manner do 
the words of the deprecatory text help the Injunction ?’* — They do it by 
‘indirect implication’ (of excellence); the sense being that ‘silver being . 
produced from tears turns into tears for one who gives silver’, and hence it 
constitutes the excellence of the Prohibitive Injunction that one who obeys 
it (and does not give silver) is saved from the weeping. 

“(a) But when there was no real weeping, how can it be said that 
‘he wept’ ? ih) How too can the silver be spoken of as produced from 
tears, when, as a matter of fact, it is not produced from tears ? (c) Lastly, 
when we actually find that there is no weeping in the house ‘before a year 
passes ’, how can it be asserted that ‘ there is weeping’ ? ” 

The answer to this is that — ^ There is indirect application' \ that is, 
all those words are used in the indirect (figurative) sense. (a) It is said 
that ‘Rudra wept*, because the name ^ rudra' is derived from the root 
*n/d, to weep’; — (6) even though silver is not produced from tears, the 
speaker, wishing to decr^^ it, describes it as produced from tears, on the 
basis of its having the same colour (ivhite) as tears; — (c) again, it is with 
a view to decrying silver that the speaker asserts that ‘ there is weeping 
in the house before the year pas.ses’, on the basis of the fact that the giving 
away of wealth (and silver is a form of wealth) causes pain. 

Similarly, there is the Injunction -- ‘ If one desires offspring or cattle, ha 
should sacrifice the hornless goat dedicated to Prajapati’ (Taitti. 

2. 1. 1. 4, 6); and as this Injunction reejuires supplementing, we have the' 
following passage as its auxiliary — ‘Prajapati cut out his own fat’ (Taitti. • 
Sant. 2. 1. 1. 4).--“What is the indirect inqdication hero”? — It is this: 

‘ There were no cattle at the time when Prajapati cut out his fat ; but such 
was the force of the act (of cutting the fat and offering it) that as soon as the 
fat was thrown into the fire, a hornless goat rose out of it; — thus it is that 
by sacrificing the hornless goat one acquires many cattle’. — “When in 
reality, Prajapati never cut out his fat, how was it stated that ho did it ? ’' 
— The answer to this is that the mention of an event that never happened 
servos the purpose of eulogising (the act), because it is clear that some 
praieing is meant. Wheflever an event is mentioned, it produces two 
effects — (1) a knowledge of the event itself and (2) attraction to, or repulsion 
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from, a certain thing. Of these, the knowledge of an event does not 
lead either to any activity or to any desisting from activity, so that serving 
no purpose in regard to actions, it would be useless; and hence the men- 
tion of the event in question cannot be taken as meant to serve the purpose 
of bringing about the knowledge of the event. On the other hand, through 
attraction, one undertakes the act, and through repulsion, one desists from 
the act ; these therefore are meant to be brought about by such mention 
of events. Tf the mention of events were itself meant to be predicated 
by the Vedic text, then it would make the X'^eda open to the charge of 
having a beginning. — “ But how is it that the Veda makes such a baseless 
statement as the one under consideration ? ” — The answer to this is as 
follows: (The statement, even in its literal sense, need not be entirely 
baseless ; for instance] ‘ Pmjdpati * may be taken as standing for any 
eternal entity such as (a) Air, or (h) Akdsha, or (c) the Sun; — ‘the 
cutting of his own fat’ may stand (respectively) for (a) ram, or (h) v'ind, or 
(c) as for ‘ the throwing into fire ‘ fire’ may stand for (a) liffhlnmff, 

or {b) Ihfkl, or (c) the ordimtn/ fire; — lastly, as regards the ‘rising of the 
goat \ the ‘goat’ may stand for (a) food, or (h) seed, or (c) creepers. — Having 
‘ sacrificed’, — i.c. made use of this ‘goat’, one obtains offspring and cattle. 

-In this explanation, all the words are taken in their ‘indirect’ (‘figura- 
tive’) sense. 

Tjastly, there is the injunction that ‘ The Prdgnnh/n chnru is to be 
offered to Adili, the Vdapanlya chant is to be offered to Adifi" (Taitil, 

Sarh. 6. 1. 5. 1); and as an auxiliary to this Injunction, we have the 

passage- The gods on reaching the sacrificial ground, did not know the 
directions ’ (Jhid.) ; that this is so is clear from the fact that this eulogistic 
statement is vv'anted (by the Injunction) ;— and the moaning of the eulogy 
is that ‘The chant-offering to Aditi destroys all illusions, and so also the 
illusion in regard to the directions How is it that the text speaks of 
illusion regarding directions, when there was never any such illusion in 
fact ?” -The answer to this is as follows : -At the time of performing a 
sacrifice, when a host of details not pertaining to the sacrifice in hand present 
themselves, the mind of the performer becomes bewildered ; and it is this 
bewilderment that is figuratively spoken of as ‘ illusion ’ ; and that this is 

so is shown by the fact that the act of offering of ‘ the Chant to Aditi' 

provides the respite necessary for the performer to collect his mind and 
settle the actual details to be taken ux). 

[After having gone through the perfomiance of the 
when a man comes to take up the Soma-sacrifice, and finds that the details 
relating to the latter are different from those that ho has been ace-ustomed 
to in the former sacrifice, he becomes bewildered as to the exact procedure ; 
it is this bewilderment that is spoken of as ‘ not knowing the directions’. — 
Now on this occasion if the Prdyanlya sacrifice to Aditi is performed, the 
details of which are similar to those of the Darsha-purnamdsa which are 
thoroughly known to the performer, — it provides the necessary interim of 
respite to enable him to collect his wits about the details to be performed in 
connection with the Sotna-sacriflce, Thus, inasmuch as this respite is 
provided by the Prdyaniya sacrifice, it has been eulogised as helping to 
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remove the bewilderment, figuratively spoken of as * not knowing the direc- 
tions — Tantravdrtika,\ 

SUTRA (11). 

(a) On thr similarity in form, and (/>) on thk charactkr of 
THE greater part [TS THE INDIRECT SIGNIFICATION BASED]. 

Bhdsya, 

I This answers the first two objections urged under Sutra (2). | 

There is an injunction to the cllecl that ‘ one should hold the gold-piece 
in one’s hand and then he (the Priest) takes it * (see MaltrCi, Sam, 4. 8. 2. 3) ; 
this injunction stands in need of aid, whiedi is supplied by its auxiliary in 
the shape of the statement that ‘the mind is a thief, and speech is a liar.V 
This deprecatory assertion serves the purpose of coimnending tiio (iold ; 
just as wo have the statement — ‘What is the need for a sage ? Feed Deva- 
datta alone.’ “ But even for decrying it, why should the mind, which 
is not a thief, be spoken of as thief 1 Why too the Speech, which is not 
a liar, be spoken of as liar ? ” — The answer is that this also is ‘fifjurative 
expression\ based (a) ^ upon the simihirity of form', -an thieves remain 
hidden, so Mind also remains unseen, the term ‘thief’ being taken in the 
figurative sense of ‘one who remains hidden*, — and * upon the character of 
the ffreater part', — for the most part what people speak is untrue, 

SUTRA {U), 

'X:: ■: / I 

Bec ATSE of TUE’CiREATNESS OF DISTANCE. 

Bhdsf/a, 

[This answers the third objection urged under Sutra (2). | 

As an example of a statement (in tlie \'eda) contrary to directly per- 
ceived facts, tht». Opponent has cited the passage — ‘ During the day only the 
smoke of firf) was perceived, not the flame, and during tlie night only the 
flame of fire was perceived, not the smoke’ [Taitti, Bra, 2. 1. 2. 10). -This 
passage is auxiliary to tln^ injunctive passage -‘ Tn the evening one makes 
t he offering with the Mantra, Afjnlrjijotirjjfoti-ragnih srdhd, and in the morn- 
ing, one makes tlie offering with the Mantra, Suryo jyotirjyotih suryah m'dhd ’, 

( Vdjasa, Sam, 3. 9) ; -which enjoins two tnantras having inter-mixed impli- 
cations, and hence requires justification, and the sense of the Eulogy is that 
‘the Homa should be offered when both the deities are there’. -It is the 
fact of their being at a ‘ great distance ’ that is figuratively spoken of as 
the ‘not seeing’ of the smoke and the flame, [4’he explanation of this 
statement lies in the fact that during the day, when w(^ look at the Fire 
burning at a great distance, we see the Smoke only; while at night, we 
perceive the flame, not the Smoke. This statement of a well-known fact 
servos as the basis for the l?raise. ] 

[The Tanlravdrtika, Trans., pp. 46-47, says that the mantras as cited in 
the Bhdsya are not for.nd to have ‘ intermixed implications *, as one 
mantra clearly speaks of Agni and the other of Surya, as the deity;— and 
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jthat the right mantras to be cited would have been ‘ (a) Agnirjyotirjyotihf 
'^uryah svdhd, (b) Suryojyotirjyotl-ragnih svdha \ where both mantras speak of 
^oth Agni and Surya.'\ 

SUTRA (13). . 

On account the failings of women, (there can be no 

CERTAINTY REGARDING ONE’s CASTE) ; SPECIALLY AS THE SON 
BRLONOS TO THE PROGENITOR. 

Bhasya. 

[This answers the fourth objection urged under Sutra (2).] 

Another example of a Vodic text stating what is contrary to direct 
facts, cited by the Opponent is — * We know not if wo are Brahmanas or Non- 
Brahmanas* (Maltrn. Sam* 1. 4. 11). This is auxiliary to the Injunction 
* When the Pravaras are being recounted, one should say the deities are oiir 
fathers "(Ibid.), which stands in need of justification ; and the meaning of the 
eulogistic passage is that * Even a Non-Brahmana would become a Brahmana 
by the recounting of Pravaras [and hence it is necessary for the Brahmana 
also to recount his Pratnras, as one can never bo sure of one’s Brahmana- 
hood]’. It is difficult to know if one is really a Brahmana; — this is what 
is figuratively spoken of as Uve do not know"; and the dilTiculty in knowing 
it for certain is due to ‘ the failings of women", and also to the fact that ‘ the 
son belongs to the jirogenitor " ; this is also indicated by the advice ‘ May you 
guard this dynastic line with great care.’ (See 
2.6,13.6.) ' ^ 

SUTRA (14). 

• t N .■ y' ■ 

There is desire for immediate good. 

Bhasya. 

[This is an answer to the fifth objection urged Jinder Sutra (2).'| 

As an example of a Vedic toxi. making a statement contrary to 
what is found in the Scriptures, the Opponent has cited the passage — 
‘Who knows that there is Heaven, etc. ?’ (TailiL Sam* 6. 1. 1. 1.) This is 
an auxiliary to the Injunction that ‘ One should set up windows on all 
sides’ ( Ibf ^y ^ which stands in need of justification. The sc^nse of the cotu- 
mondatory sentence is that the making of windows brings perceptible (and 
[immediate) comfort (by allowing the smoke to escape). The assertion 
of uncertainty regarding Heaven is to be taken in the figurat iv e sense of 
corning after a long time (and hence not being so desirable as the making 
orwindows wliTch brings immediate relief). 

SUTRA (15). 

It is praise of Knowledge. 

Bhasya. 

[This answers the objection urged under Sutra (3).l 

Under Su. (3), the Opponent has cited the passage, — ‘His face shines 
who knows this ? ’ (Tdn4yo>-Mahdbrd* 20. 16. 6.) This is an auxiliary to the 
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Injunction of reading the Qargatrirdtra-Brdhmana, which stands in need of 
justification. 

As for the second passage cited under the same Sutra — ‘ An extremely 
wealthy child is born among his progeny’, — it is auxiliary to the injunction 
of the careful study of the Veda. 

The shining of the face and the possession of wealth are expressive of 
‘ guna \ (quality) ; and in this sense, the expressions are ‘ gauna ’ (in the sense 
of being expressive of quality ^ and not in the sense of being indirect or figurative). 
The faoe of the learned teacher really shines, when it is looked up to by the 
pupils ; — and the child born in a family where the Veda is being constantly 
read becomes very intelligent, and on becoming learned, ho obtains many 
gifts and becomes the possessor of much food (and wealth). [In the case of 
these two passages, the direct meaning also is not incongruous in any way : 
hence these statements cannot be called ‘ gurmvdda ’ in the sense of hi- 
direct or figurative assertion*, hence the author has explained the term 
‘ guna ’ in relation to these passages as standing for Quality.^ 

SUTRA (16). 

The mention of ‘all’ refers to the fact of the man being 

ENTITLED (TO PERFORM ALL ACTS AND OBTAIN ALL THEIR 

rewards). 

Bhasya. 

[This answers the objections urged under Sutra (4).] 

As an example of a passage that makes the performance of all acts 
useless, the Opponent has cited the text^— * By means of the Final Oblation, 
one attains all desires ’. This is an auxiliary to the injunction that ‘ one 
should offer the Final Oblation’, which stands in need of support. — Another 
text cited by the Opponent is ‘He who knows the Ashmmedha also passes 
beyond death, etc.’ (Taitti, Sam. 5. 3. 12. 2) ; and hero the statement ‘pass- 
es beyond death’ is auxiliary to the injunction that ‘one should know the 
Ashvamedha (texts) ’ which stands in need of support. The mention of the 
results (in the injunctive text itself) is purely commendatory. 

When the text speaks of the man ‘attaining all desires’, it is only a 
figurative way of stating that he performs the acts bringing about the 
reward in the shape of the attaining of all desires. And though ‘ all ’ is not 
meant, yet the word ‘ all * is used, in the sense of all that the man may be 
entitled to. 

SUTRA (17). 

The result being accomplished by means of Actions, the 

DIFFERENCE IN THE RESULTS COULD BE DUE TO THE 

magnitude of the actions. 

Bhasya. 

This is a bold assertiqp (in answer to the same objection that has been 
answered in the preceding Sutra). — Even if one takes the statement in question 
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(to the effect that ‘All desires are obtained by the Final Oblation’) as 
laying down the results actually following from the oblation, — the statement 
would be quite reasonable even in its direct litoral sense ; and even though 
all results might really follow from the Oblation, yet there would be a 
differencje in the quantity and quality (of the results as obtained by the sim- 
ple act of the Final Oblation, and as obtained by moans of the more elaborate 
Sacrifices; and hence the actual performance of the latter would not be 
superfluous.) [Similarly even though the results of the AshvamefUia might be 
really obtained by the mere knowledge of the texts bearing on that sacrifice, 
yet the same results as obtained by the performance of the sacrifice would 
be larger and better. 1 

SOTRA (IS). 

The answer to the east two (arguments of the POrvapaksa) 

WOULD BE AS ALREADY EXPLAINED. 

Bhasya. 

Under Sutra (5), the Opponent has cited the passage ‘ The Fire is not to 
be kindled on the earth, nor in the sky, nor in heaven ’ {TaittL Sath. 5. 2. 7. 1 ). 
This is auxiliary to the Injunction that ‘ The Fire is to bo kindled after 
placing a piece of gold under it’ {IbicL, 5. 2. 7. 3), which stands in need of 
justification. The deprecation of the earth, sky, and heav^en serves the 
purpose of eulogising the gold. Though there is no possibility (of the fire 
being kindled in the sky or in heaven), yet the statement may be taken 
as referring to the w^ell-known fact (that Firo cannot be kindk^d in the sky 
or in heaven). [The sense is that ‘ just as the kindling of the Fire in the 
sky or in heaven is not possible, so it is also on the bare ground, hence a 
gold-piece should bo placed under the fire’. — Tantravartika.] 

Under Su. (6) the mention of ephemeral things in such passages as 
* Baba ra prdvdJiani desired’' (TqittU Sam^ 7. 1. 10. 2) has been cited by the 
Opponent. This objection (though already refuted in the Tarkapdda) was 
raised again (under SO. (5) w ith special reference to the Arthnvdda section 
of the Veda; and on the present occasion wo shall refute it by simply 
asserting the authoritative character of the Arthavdda. 



ADiiiKARAisrA (2) : Treating of the authoritative character of 
such Arthavada passages as resemble Injunctions, 

SUTRA (19). 


[POrvapaksa] — “ It shoxtli> be an Injunction, because it lays 

DOWN SOMETHIN!} NOT ALREADY KNOWN ; SPECIALLY AS A 
MERE NARRATION WOULD BE USELESS.” 

Bhasya, 

[The Arthavadas containing mere descriptions of facts and events having 
been dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana^ we now proceed to consider 
those Arthmjddas that appear in the form of Injunctions.] 

The texts to bo cited as examples in this connection are those passages 
which resemble Injunctions. For instance — ‘ The sacrificial post is to be of 
Udumhara wood ; the I \hnnhara w’ood is the essence of food ; cattle are 
strong; through this strong Udumhara post one acquires strong cattle, for 
bringing about strength*. (See Taittirlya-Samhitd 2. 1. 1. 6.) — Here the 
question arises — l3oes the sentence (‘ Through this strong Udumhara post one 
acquires strong cattle') serve as an injunction (of the particular resiilt, the 
obtaining of strong cattle and strength, as following from the act of having the 
post of Udumhara loood, which has been enjoined in the first sontenc,e ‘The 
sacrificial post is to be of Udumhara wood*, the injunctive character of 
which is ailmittod by both parties) ? Or does this also contain only the 
praise (of the act of making the post of Udumhara wood) ? 

On this question we have the following Purvai»aks.\ : — 

“ /# should be an inj unction, because it lays down something not already 
known ; specially as a mere assertion would he useless. That is to sa 3 '', all such 
passages as resemble Injunctions, like the one cited, should bo taken as 
containing the injunction of results [the moaning of the full injunction being 
‘ one who desires to obtain strong cattle, etc., should make the post of Udum- 
hara wood ’], because a result is definitely recognised as mentioned in the 
sentence (‘through this Udumhara post one obtains strong cattle’), and 
because in this iTianner, the sentence in question would be laying down 
something not already known. Otherwise, if the sentence were taken as 
containing a more ‘ narration ’ of praise, it would serve no useful purpose ; 
because whether a certain thing (an act, for instance) is praised or not 
praised, it remains the same. — Further, the phrase * urjovaruddhyaV (‘for 
bringing about strength’) speaks of a purpose, the motive, the result aimed 
at, while there is no word (in the text) expressing the idea that what has 
been enjoined ‘ is praiseworthy ’ ; the praise therefore, if intended, could 
be got at only through indirect indication; and certainlj^ Direct Assertion 
(of motive, or purpose) is more authoritative than Indirect Indication,^^ 

5 
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SUTRA (20). 

[Rorvapaksa conimued ] — “ If it be urged that it may be as in 
COMMON parlance;” — 

Bhasya. 

[The Skldhnntin is supposed to urge the following argument against the 
Purvnpakaci ] — Tf you think that “mere praise would be useless, — and the 
praise is not expressed by any word in the text cited”, — then our request 
to you is that — Please look at the sentences met with in common parlance ; 
for instance, the sentence “ This cow belonging to Devadatta should be 
purchased, she gives much milk, gives birth to sho-calves and never loses a 
progeny’ here, even though the injunction that * the cow should be pur- 
chased’ is there (enough to make the intending buyer buy it), yet the 
addition of the praiso supplies the additional incentive ; — the words * giving 
much milk, etc.’, pointing out the excellences of the cow. — The same may 
be the case with the Vedic text also. [The injunction ‘ the post should be of 
Ud'Hmbnra wood’ is quite sufficient to urge the agent to make the post of 
Vdumhara wood, and yet the Praise contained in the subsecpicnt senten- 
ces supplies the additional incentive; and in this way the Praising would 
not be useless,^ 

[If this be urged by the Skldhanlin, then the answer of the Purvapakain 
to this would be as set forth in the following Sutra\ - 

SUTRA (21). 

fPORVAFAK.SA conduded ] — “That cannot be; because it is known 

BEFOREHAND.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ What has been urged by the Siddhmilln (under Su. 20) is not possible; 
in common parlance, what is spoken of, — such, for instance, as the fact of the 
cow giving much milk and so forth, — is already known beforehand; so that 
the bringing about of the mere cognition of it would be of no use; and 
so the words are taken as containing Praiso. People woidd have no faith 
in a more assertion of what is not already known, — to the same extent that 
they have in an assertion of what is already known ; and it is only when the 
fact assorted is well known that its assertion serv(‘s to persuade people. As 
regards V’^edic passages, on the other hand, if people would not be persuaded 
by the Injunctive Sentence itself, they would be much less so by the Reitera- 
tive Sentence (ArtJiavdda), because if the man fails to be persuaded by the 
I njimctivc sentence, it is only because doubt.s have arisen in his mind regard- 
ing (the authority of) that Injunctive sentence [and if that is so, then, no 
amount of Praising would persuade him]. If, on the other hand, he has 
been already persuaded by the Injunctive word, thou what is the use of the 
Reiterative Word {Arthamda) 1 ~ FuTthoT , the conditions of the Vedic 
passage under consideration are totally different (from those of common 
parlance). Here, first of ail, the expression ‘Tor bringing about strength’ 
states a fact not already known ; — secondly, the reason propounded for 
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this, that ^because the Udumbara is the essence of food, therefore the Post 
should be made of Uduinbara * is also something not already known ; — hence 
there being a suspicion that one statement ‘ Udumbara is the essence of food * 
is false, — the conclusion would be that the other statement (in the passage) 
also is false.” 


SUTRA (22). 

[Siddhanta] — But thk fact of such sentrsces beinc taken 

ALON(J WITH OTHER SENTENCES HAS BEEN ALREADY EXE>LAINE1). 

Bhdsya. 

The fact that such sentences as those under consideration are taken 
along with other sentences has already been explained by us under Sii. 7, 
where it has been shown that Arthamda passages are to bo taken along with 
other Injunctive passages. — “ But it has been shown that the passage we are 
discussing now contains the injunction of a JiesuU, and not commendation [and 
what has been said under Su. 7 in the preceding Adhikarana is with regard 
to passages containing Commendation or Deprecation].” — The mention of 
the Result that we have in the sentence in question could pertain only to the 
Post 7)iade of Udumbara wood ; but this Post made of Udumbara wood (having 
been already enjoined by the first sentence, ‘ the Post is of Udumbara. ’) is not 
something not already enjoined [and hence to bo enjoined along with the result 
by the secjond sentence * Udumbara is food*, etc.]; and the mention of the 
mere Result, without an injunction, would be meaningless. — [In the entire 
passage we have three factors — (1) the Post made of Udumbara, (2) the 
Injunction of that Post, and (II) the Result following from the Post ; now, 
if, as held by the Purvapaksa, we have injunction of the Post made of 
Udumbara, and also the Injunction of the Result, then the Post made of 
Udumbara will have to be connected with both (2) and (3), wdiich would give 
rise to a syntactical split; hence the mention of the rc^sult cannot b(^ con- 
nected with the Post of Udumbara. It could be so connected if the sentence 
that mentions the result had contained the injunction of that Post ; but as 
a matter of fact, no such injunction is contained in that sentence, which 
speaks only of the U dwmbara post leading to the acquiring of cattle and so 
forth. Thus then, the mention of the Result, having no connection with the 
enjoined Post, becomes meaningless. But this is so only if wo admit of the 
mention of the Result being an Injunction. The necessary connection could 
be secured only if the mention of the Result were taken as containing a 
Praise of the Post that has been enjoined.] — ” But there is no word expres- 
sive of commendation.” — The sentence which mentions the result signifies 
(a) that what has been enjoined brings a reward, and (b) what brings a 
reward is certainly commendable ; now this latter factor of commendation is 
implied on the basis of the fact that, without this implication, the mention 
of the reward (or result) would bo meaningless. — It might be urged against 
this that “ such an implication would involve a process of indirect indica- 
tion*'. — But there is no force in this; because oven if something is got at 
through indirect indication, it becomes useful all the same ; and then indirect 
indication also is among the ordinary processes of signification. 
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The Purvapaksin recalls a former objection— “ We have pointed out 
above that what is stated in the text of the Veda (under consideration) is 
at variance with well-known facts ; for instance, Udumhara is not the essence 
of food — What we assert is that it is through indirect or figurative significa- 
tion that the sentence serves the purpose of persuasion (through commenda- 
tion) ; and this figurative interpretation would reconcile the Vedic declaration 
with ordinary facts. — “But what is the similarity (on which the figurative 
signification would be based) ? ” — The similarity is this — Just as Food is the 
means of satisfaction, so this (Post of Udumhara wood) also has the power 
to bring about satisfaction; and it is on this basis that the Post is being 
commended and spoken of by means of a word (^urk\ ‘essence of food’) 
denoting a means of satisfaction. Further, the Udumhara is capable of being 
spoken of as the ‘ essence of food ’ also on the ground of its ripe fruits 
(being edible). 

SUTRA (23). 

In (^jsbtatn cases, Injunction is found to be actually meaninc;- 

LESS; IN WHICH CASES THE SENTENCE WOULD BE TAKEN AS 
INDICATINO COMMENDATION: ANJ) WHEN OTHER 
SENTENCES ARE EOUND TO BE SIMILAR, 

THESE ALSO SHOULD BE TREATED 
SIMILARLV\ 

Bhdsya, 

There is the passage- '^rhe horse has its origin in water, from water is 
born the Vetasa' (Taifllrlya-Banihitd 5. 3. 12). The only form of injunction 
that could be derived from this \voiiId bo ‘the horse should be made to 
bo born out of water*; and as this would bo absurd, such an Injunction 
would be meaningless ; and in that case it would bo necessary to assume 
that the passage contains a commendation in the sense that ‘ the connection 
of the horse and the Avaka with the calm-producing water allays the 
troubles of the sacrificor’. 

When other sentences are found to be similar, they also should he treated 
similarly, ^ Tathdtva\ ‘similarity’, moann similar circumstances, — “What 
is the similarity ? ” — The similarity would consist in the (a) impossibility of 
being taken as an Injunction, and (6) the poasibility of being taken as a com- 
mendation. 

SUTRA (24). 

When a certain text is capable of being rightly taken 

ALONG WITH ITH OWN CONTEXT, IT IS NOT RIGHT TO TRANSFER 
IT elsewhere; specially as such AN INJUNCTION 
WOULD BE MEANINGLESS IN REGARD TO THAT 
(particular ACT). 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we hold that texts like those we have been 
discussing are commendations. — “For what reason?” — For the following 
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reason : — There is the text {TaiUiriya-Samhitd (K 3. 4) — ‘ That which is burnt 
belongs to the Nirftis ; that which is uncooked belongs to Kudra ; that which 
is cooked belongs to the deities ; therefore one should cook things in such a 
way as not to burn them *. — If this is only a praise, then it moans the praise 
of the substance cooked at the Darshapurnmndsa (in whoso context the 
passage occurs). When this is possible, transference cannot bo right — i.e. 
it will not bo right to transfer the passage to another context (which would 
be necessary if the passage were treated as an Fn junction). Then again, if 
the passage were taken as an Injunction, then the meaning would be that the 
substance is to be burnt at a sacrifice where Nirfti would be the Deity (and 
not at the Darskapurnafmim) ; and this would contravene the context ; 
because Nirrti not being a deity at the Darsfiaptirri^amdsa, any injunction of 
* burning ’ the substance would be meaningless. From this it follows that 
the passage must be taken as a commendation. 

SUTRA (25). 

In the evknt of its being taken as an Injunction, there 

WOULD BE SYNTA(nTCAL SPLIT. 

Bhdsya, 

If the text— ‘ (a) The post is to be made of Udumbara (see 

TaiUi,‘Sam,, 2. 1. 1. 6), (6) for brirujimj about streu(jth\ — if both (a) and 
(b) were taken as Injunctions, then there would be syntactical split: the 
sense being ‘ (a) th(^ Post of Udumbara wood is excellent, and (b) the 
strong brings about ,slrengfh\ [Thus there being two predicates, there 
would be syntactical split.] 

From all this we conclude that all those Arthavdda passages also which 
resemble Injunctions serve the purpose of commending only. 



ADHiKARAisrA (3) : Treating of Passages which appear like 
the statement of reasons for a certain course of action. 

SOTRA. (26). 

PORVAVAK.SA] — “ It must be taken as the statement of 

REASON, BECAUSE OF USEFULNESS AND PLAUSIBnJTr.” 

Bhast/a. 

There are soirio assertions which have the appearance of statement of 
reasons ; for instance — * (a) One should offer the libation with the winnowing 
basket, (6) because food is prepared by (Son Taittirlyn-Jirdhyyiana 1. 6. 6). 
— In regard to such asssertions as (b), there arises the question — Does their 
purpose lie in commemliny (what has been enjoined in the preceding sentence) 
or in statinfj a reason (for the Injunction) ? 

The Furmpaksa view is as follows: — “The fact of Food being prepared 
by the Winnowing Hasket must be the reason why the libation should be 
offered into Fire with that basket. — * But when the said causal relation 
(between the Basket and the Preparation of food) is not generally known, 
how could that be put forward as a reason ? ’ — It may be true (that what is 
not generally known cannot bo put forward as a reason) in common parlance ; 
but in the Veda it could certainly be done by direct assertion ; t hat is why 
the text in question puts forward the preparation of food as the reason for 
the offering being made with the Winnowing Basket. — * What is the purpose 
served by this ? ’ — The purpose served is that it opens up the possibility of the 
offering being made with the I..ad]e, the Pan, and other things, which also are 
used in the preparation of food.- How ? ’ — Because they also have their use 
in the preparing of food, as food can be prepared by means of these also. In 
fact, it is this possibility of food being prepared (that it can be prepared) by 
the Winnowing Basket that is expressed by the word ‘ Kriyale \ ‘is prepared 
in the text | and not that it is actually proparedl ; because the ordinary 
moaning of the Present tense form ^ kriyate', ‘is prepared at the present 
moment \ cannot fit in with the present context [as there is no ‘ preparing of 
food’ going on at the time of the offering]. — Further, if we take the sentence 
as a statement of reason, we accept what is directly asserted by the Veda ; 
whereas if we take it as a commendatory declaration, we have recourse to 
indirect (or figurative) signification. — ^If it be urged that ‘ the Ladle, the Pan, 
and other things are not directly instrumental in the preparation of food, 
and these cannot be called the menus of preparing food [so that there would 
be no possibility of the Homa being offered with these]’, — then our answer 
would bo that if the Ladle, etc., are useless in the preparing of food, then 
in that case, it would be meaningless to commend the Winnowing Basket as 
‘ the means of preparing food ’, as the Winnowing Basket also is of no use in 
the preparing of food ; afld hence as what is asserted would not be applicable 
to the Basket, the commendation would be futile (not plausible).” 
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SUTRA (27). 

[Siddhanta] — But it is a commendation (of the Winnowincj 
Basket), as this matter is one that is amenabi.e to 
VERBAL authority ALONE, AND THERE IS NO INJUNC- 
TION OF A.NY OTHER THINC. 

Bhasya. 

The view propounded by the Purvapaksa is not correct. The matter 
under discussion is one that is determinable only on the basis of authorita- 
tive texts. What the Purvapaksin says regarding the j^reparing of food 
being a reason (for the Homa to bo offered with the Basket) is also based by 
him upon the text (‘By it is food prepared*); and when the text speaks 
of ‘preparing food’ as a renaon, it is only a reason for offering the Homa 
with the W hinoivlng Basket, not for offering the Homa with the T^adlc or the 
Pan or any other thing. So that what is spoken of by tlie text is the Win- 
nowlng Basket only. Nor is there any injunction of offering the Homa with 
the Ladle, the Pan or any such tiling [as there is of offering it with the Wm* 
now Ing Basket in the first sentence]. 

SUTRA (28). 

If it BE AH(JUKO THAT — “THE ASSERTION NOT BEIN(; APPLICABLE 
(TO THE THINd IN QUESTION), A COMMENDATION (OF THAT 
TH1N(J, BV THAT ASSERTION) WOULD BE ILLO(iI(.’AL ; ” — 

Bhasya. 

This argumc'iit has been urged [towards the end of the above statement 
of the Purvapaksa, to the effect that “ as the Winnowing Basket is of no use 
in th(> preparing of food, what is assorted would not be applicable to the 
Basket, and hence the commendation would not be plausible'’]; and this 
has got to be refuted (which is done in the following Sutra ) : — 

SUTRA (20). 

(Then our answer is that) as a matter of fact, however, the 

ASSERTION is APPLK^ABLE, — BEINtJ TAKEN AS SUPPLEMENTARY 

TO THE Injunction ; as in common parlanc e. 

Bhasya. 

According to our view the assertion in question is quite applicable (to 
the Winnowing Basket) ; because according to our view, the assertion becomes 
auxiliary to the Injunction. And when taken as a commendatory assertion, 
the assertion becomes (piite logical : the statement in the text ‘ food is 
prepared by the Winnowing Basket’ being understood to moan ‘ as we know 
of food being prepared by the Winnowing Basket ’ ; so that even though not 
actually present, the ‘preparing’ is spoken of as present, with a view to 
commending the Basket. — In your (Purvapaksin^ s) view on the other hand, 
the weak point is this, t&at the assertion in question is an injunction of the 
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any meaning other than the direct one [while such indirect indication is quite 
common in commendatory sentences]; so that when the Vedic Injunction 
spoke of the present (act of preparing food), it could not be taken as enjoin- 
ing that (preparimf of food) which can he done. --Tn our view, it would be 
quite possible to take the word directly denoting one thing as indirectly 
indicating another (this sort of thing being permissible in commendatory 
assertions). — We find instances like this in common parlance: when it is 
asserted that * Devadatta is strong enough to meet Yajnadatta and others’, 
though the term ‘strong’ means ‘possessing superior strength’, the supe- 
riority meant is not in comparison with the lion or the tiger or other 
strong animals, but in comparison with those whose strength is inferior to 
Devadatta’s ; — in the same manner, when it is said that ‘ food is prepared by 
it’, it commends the Winnowing Basket as being a ‘superior means of pre- 
paring food’, — and the superiority is in comparison with those other ‘ means 
of food -preparation ’ which are inferior to the Winnowing Basket. 

SUTBA (30). 

If it were a statement of reason, the assertion would be 

RKSTRICTED (TO THK BASKET ONLY) ; HK(Ui:SB IT IS THAT 

WHICH IS SPECIALLY MENTIONED. — Ik, THBOUlHI SIMir.AHlTY 
(the assertion WERE TO APPLY TO THE OTHER THINGS 
also), — THEN THERE WOULD BE AN JN DEFINITENESS 
IN THE In.UJ NOTIONS. 

Bhasya, 

Even if ‘ the preparing of food ’ were a reason which might be appli- 
cable to the Ladle, the Pan and other things, — (in the present context) 
it would be restricted to the Winnowing Bask(*t; because the fact that 
‘being the means of preparing food’ is a reason (for the //o/^#a) is learnt 
from the Vedic Word only, and the \'^cdic Word has asserted the said 
fact in reference to the Bask(^t, not to the Ladle, the Pan and other things. 
— Because it is tiuit which is specially mentioned, — the text declaring that 
‘because food is prepared by the Winnowing Basket, therefore the Homa 
should be offered with the Winnowing Basket*. For instance, when it is 
said that ‘ Because the Fire w^as blown strongly, therefore my house 
was burnt’, — it does not mean that anything other than Fire also, when 
strongly blown, burns the house. — If it be held that ‘ what is meant is that 
by whatever thing — oven other than the Winnowing Basket — food is prepar- 
ed, oven indirectly, — ^with that the flotna should be offered,’ — then, in that 
case there would he an indejinileness in the Injunctions ; for there is nothing 
which, either directly or indirectly, does not help in the preparation of food. 
[The right reading is na kenachil pranddyd annanna kriyale — as is clear 
from the closing words of the Tantavnrtika on this — So that to assert 

that ‘one offers Homa* would be tantamount to^ saying that ‘one offers 
Homa with the means of preparing food *. 
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According to our view, on the other hand, it is the Winnowing Basket 
{alone) that is commended ; and the statement of the fact ‘ food is prepared 
by its means ’ is not for the purpose of proclaiming that fact, but for the 
purpose of persuasion. — Thus the conclusion is that commcwUition is the 
purpose served by those Arthavdda passages also which appear like Statement 
of Reasons. 



Adhikaraija (4) : Treating of the me of Mantras. 
SUTRA (31). 

[POBVAPAK^A] “ (a) BeCATJSE thebe abb SCmPTtTBAL DIBEOTIONS 

IN CONNECTION WITH MaNTBAS ; ” 


[It has been established tliat oven such apparently absurd passages as some of 
the Arthavadas can have a bearing upon Dharma ; now the question arises regarding 
tlie bearing upon Dharma of another kind of Vedic texts, which are know'n as 
' Mantra^ X — what is the particular purpose served by the Mantras? That they 
are not injunctions of action is clear from the fact that they contain no injunctive 
word. Expressing no commendation or disparagement, they cannot servo the 
purpose that is served by the Arthaoada passages. Before the use of the Mantras is 
discussed, the preliminary question to be discussed is — are Die Mantras intended to 
convey any moaning ? or are they merely recited verbally, without any reference to 
any meaning?— The idea underlying the iliscussion is that if the Mantras are 
not meant, to convey any sense, then they cannot hel]) in the knowledge of 
Dharma; and this would vitiate the Siddhantn iloctrine that the purpose served by 
the entire Veda is to help us to know Dharma.'] 

Tho question that arises now is — Are Manirns intended to convey any 
meaning ? — or are they not intended to be expressive of any meaning ? — That 
is to say — Do they help the sacrifice by expressing some meaning, or by 

mere utterance ? Tf they help by mere utterance, then the Mantra * /?ar- 

hirdevasadanan dCuni'' (*I am chopping tho grass for seating tho (lods*) 
(MaitrdyanlSamhM 1. 1. 2) would not necessarily always be used in the 
‘chopping of grass’. If, on the other hand, they help by expressing a 
moaning, then (inasmuch as the words express the chopphiq of fjrass, and) 
the context in which tho Mantra is found indicates its auxiliary character, 
it could not be used anywhere else, so that even in the absence of any direc- 
tions to that effect, it would always be used in the chopping of grass only. 

Our view (the Purvajmksa) is as follows: — “The Mantras help the 
sacrifice by their mere utterance ; — why ? — because there are scriptural 
directions in connection with them; that is to say, the scripture lays down 
the use of tho Mantra in that same sense which is conveyed by the words 
of the Mantra. For instance, we have the scriptural direction ‘ Urupratha 
uru prathasva — iti proddsiyam pralhagati^ (Taitti. Brd. 3. 2. 8 . 4) which 
means — ‘O Expanding one, may you become large \ — uttering this Mantra he 
should enlarge the cake^ (Taitti. Sam. 1- 1. 8. 1); now, the direction ‘one 
should enlarge the cake’ would be superfluous if tho Mantra came to 
help through the meaning expressed by it. — [If the words of the Mantra, 
* O Expanding one, may you become large ’ were really meant to be 
expressive, then the Act of enlarging the cake would have been expressed 
by the Mantra itself, and therefore there woulc^be no need for the direc- 
tion that tho Mantra is to be used in the enlarging of the cake], — On the 
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Other hand, if the Mantra is intended to help by its mere utterance, then,, 
it would be necessary to lay down its use ; and this use has been laid down 
in the scriptural direction just quoted. For this same reason, the Mantra 
cannot help through the meaning expressed by it. For example, if a man 
with eyes is found to be led by another person, it is understood that he 
cannot see with his ©yes. 

[When a person who has his eyes intact but inefficient is found being led by 
another person, the irresistible conclusion is that he does not see with his eyes; 
exactly in the same manner, when a person comes across the text of a Mantra 
though his first improssion is that it has a certain meaning, yet, as soon as he finds 
another sentence laying down its use, he naturally concludes that the Mantra 
itself has not the capacity to indicate its own use ; and this distinctly shows that the 
meaning of the Mantra is to be disregarded altogether; for, if any significance were 
attached to the meaning, the use of the Mantra would be indicated by the Mantra 
itself, through that same meaning.-- Taw/rovdrfiAra-Trans., p. 81.] 

“ ‘ The direction in question may bo taken as serving the purposes of an 
Arlhavaffa [i.o. as commending the Injunction of the use of the Mantra, this 
Injunction being indicated by the indicative force of the words of the 
Mantra and by the context in which the Mantra occurs].* — But that cannot 
bo; it has boon explained above that that alone can bo taken as Arthavada 
\vhich is supplementary to the sentence by which the Act is enjoined ; in a 
case where the act is enjoined by an independent Injunction (which needs no 
supplementing), no useful purpose is served by the Arthavada. Hence in 
the case in question the Direction cannot serve the purposes of the Artha- 
vdda. 

** The il/an/r«N connected with the Holding of tha Spade fi.o. the mantras 
beginning with ‘ Derasyn tvd' and ending with * Gdyafrena rhhandasti ndade 
traislubfhetia jdgatena pdnktena'\ (TaltU. Sain. 1. 1. 3. 4) may be taken as 
another illustrative oxamplo. Herc^ also, though the fact of the mantras 
being used in (jonnoction with the act of ‘holding’ is indicated by the 
indicative force of a word ddade) in the mantra itself, yet the mantras 
are enjoined for such use in a subsequent direction — ‘ Tan chaturbhirddatte ’ 
— ‘He holds the spade with the four mantras". (TaittirlyaSamhild 5. 1. 1). 
[This direction would be superfluous if the words of the Mantras wore intend- 
ed to liolp by expressing their meaning.) — It might bo argued that the direc- 
tion would serve the purpose of pointing out (emphasising) the number Fom/* 
(which is not indicated by any words of the mantras). — But that would not 
be possible ; as tliere is no word to indicate that all the mantras are to be 
used collectively. [On the contrary, the indication would appear to be that 
the four mantras are to bo used optionally, — and there is nothing to X3re- 
cludo the possibility of this Option — says the Tantravdrtika.^ 

“Similarly the case of the fmamagrbhnan rasJuimmirtasya— 

ityashvdbhidhdnimddatte" IShatapnlhu Brdhmarui 13. 1. 2. 1; Taitti. Sam. 5. 1. 
2. 1) provides another example. While the holding of the leading string is 
already expressed by the words of the mantra (Madhya- Sam. 12. 2; Tai- 
Sa.4. 1.2. 1), we have the direction G ifyashvdbhidhdnimddatte") laying 
down the same holding of^ihe leading siring ; and this would not bo right 
if the words of the mantra were meant to be exj^ressive. — It might be 
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urged that the said direction (laying down the holding of the leading string 
of the horse) would still hav^e its use in precluding the holding of the string 
of the ass. — But, as a matter of fact, it could not do this precluding ; be- 
cause if it were to do the precluding, (i.e. if it meant that ‘ the string of the 
ass should not be held ’) then, firstly, it would renounce its own meaning (that 
‘ the string of the horse should be hold ’), — secondly, it would have a different 
meaning (that ‘the string of the ass should not be held’), — and thirdly, it 
would sot aside the holding of the string of the ass which is indicated (by the 
Mantra which uses the general term ‘ holding of the string ’ without refer- 
ence to any particular animal). 

“ From all this it follows that Mantras are not intended to be ex- 
pressive ; and as such, they cannot serve as the authority for the using of the 
mantra * liarhlrdeavasadanan ddini* in connection with the chopping of 
grass. 


SUTRA (32). 

fPORVAPAKSA continued ] — ‘‘ (b) Becaitse the order of the words 
(in mantras) is irrevocably fixed.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Mantras have the order of their words irrevocably fixed ; for ins- 
tance, the order of the mantra * Agnlrmilrdha divah, etc.* (Taittirlya-Samhifd 
1. 5. 5. 1) must be * A gnlh — miirdhd — divah \ and not the reverse {* Dimh- 
murdhd — agnilf); — if the words were meant to express a meaning, they 
would express it when placed in this latter order as well ; and in that case, there 
would be no sense in the fixing of the exact order of the words. — It might 
be argued that the fixing of the order serves the purpose of securing the parti- 
cular form of utterance (of word-sounds), which becomes altered when the 
order is reversed, — and that the restriction of the order is accepted on that 
account. — But in that case, the right view would be that under w-hich the 
said restriction (of the order) would serve a distinctly useful purpose; [and 
this view would be onlj’ that under which the words are not meant to be 
expressive ; because the only useful purpose that would bo served by the 
utterance of the words in a particular order would bo a transcendental one; 
and on such transcendental results proceeding from the order of the word- 
sounds alone, the meaning of the words could have no hearing at all; so 
that the explanation proj)osed lends support to the view that the words are 
}wl meant to be expressive]. — Tt might be argued that even in the case of 
words expressive of meanings, wo find restrictions regarding their order; 
for instance, in the compound * Indrdgnl\ (the term * Indr a* must come 
first, according to the rules governing the order of terms in a Copulative 
Compound). — The restriction is quite right in that case ; because a reversal 
of the order of the terms would make the compound word entirely in- 
expressive fas it would become grammatically wrong, and wrong or corrupt 
forms of words cannot be really expressive, according to the Mlrndm- 
saka.] 
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SUTRA (33). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — “ (r) Because there are directions 

ADDRESSED TO ONE WHO ALREADY KNOWS ; ” 

Bhdsya, 

“ Wo meet with such vianlraa as ‘ A(jn%d atjnln vihara ’ ; now this 
mantra can express the meaning (‘ O Aynidhra Priest, please attend on tlio 
Fires’) only to a person who knows it (that it is the duty of the Aynidhra 
Priest to attend on the Fires) already from his study (of tho Veda) ; — and if 
this is already known, what is there (left to be expressed) which tho mantra 
would (be required to express) ? — ^If, on the other hand, the words are 
uttered (not for expressing any meaning, but) merely for tho sake of a 
particular way of utterance, then the peculiar way in which tho words are 
uttered may serve some useful (transcendental) purpose, even when addressed 
to one who already knows (his duty). — If you urge that “the reiteration 
(of what tho man already knows) may serve to bring about a peculiar sancti- 
fication”, — then you come over to our view of the case; ‘reiteration* is 
tho same as * utterance’ ; and that may certainly bo done (for some trans- 
cendental purpose) ; but what need not be done is the e^vpresalny of the 
meanmy; because it is needless to do this latter when what is expressed is 
already known (to the person to whom the words are addressed). For ins- 
tance, when a man has a shoo already on his foot, ho does not, because he 
cannot, put another shoe on the same foot. 


8LTRA (34). 

[POrvapaksa continued ] — “ (r/) Because they speak ok tiiincjs 
THAT DO NOT EXIST; ’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ What has to bo indicated (b^' Vedic texts) is something that helps in the 
performance of the sacrifice; but wo find that certain Mantras speak of such 
things as do not exist at all ; for inst>ance, we have the Mantra beginning 
w-ith ^ Cfialvdri shrnydii, etc.' (Tailtiriya Aranyaka 10 . 10.2; ahio Byr>eda -Sam. 
4. 58. 3) ; but there is no such thing among tJiose that help the sacriticial per- 
formance as has ‘ four horns, three feet, two heads, and seven hands ’, [and 
it is such a tiling that is denoted by the wortls of the Mantra]. Under the 
circumstances, if the Mantra wore recited for the purpose of expressing its 
meaning, what is it that it would express? — On the other hand, if it is 
merely for tho purpose of utterance, then its reciting would bo possible (as 
tending to some transcendental end). 

“Similarly, there is tho Mantra ‘ Md nvd himsik' [‘ Do not, oh, do not 
hurt’] (which is addressed to tho altar); as no * hurting' is there, if the 
Mantra were intended to, convey a meaning, what is it that it would 
convey ? 
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SUTRA (35). 

[PtjRV’APAKJjJA continued] — “(e) Because they are addressed 

TO INSENSATE THINdS ; ” 

Bhdsya. 

“There is the Mantra ^Osadhe trdyasvainam, etc' (Taittlrlya-Samhild 
1.2. 1. 1), which contains a request addressed to an insensate object, the Herb 
(Omdhi)', if such Mantras were to help by conveying some meaning, then 
they would bo preferring a request to the Herb (* osadhe') for proleciing 
{* trdijasva') the anhnal (‘cnam’); certainly the Herb, which is insensate, 
could never understand the retpiest. — ^There is no such incongruity if the 
Mantra is required to help by it>s mere utterance, — Hence Mantras must bo 
only for the purpose of being uttered (recited). 

“ Another example of the same kind is the Mantra * Shrnota grdvdwih' 
‘Listen, O ye stones!’ {TaitlirlyaSayhhitd 1. 3. 13. 1).” 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — “ (/) Because there is sele-contra dic- 
tion IN what is expressed ; ” 

Bhdsya, 

“In what is expressed by the words, there is contradiction also: For 
instance, there is Iho Mayitra * Aditirdyauh aditiranlarikmm' Aditi is 
heaven t Aditi is sky' (Ifgveda 1. 89. ID); where the same Adifi is spoken of 
as ‘ heaven ’ and as ‘ sky ’ ; and who could comprehend any such idea ? If ho, 
did not comprehend it, what help could the Mantra nmder by conveying such 
an idea? — There is no such incongruity if the Mantra is meant only for 
utterance. — Hence Mantras must be taken as helping only by being uttered. 

“ Another example of the same kind (involving self-contradiction) is tlie 
Mantra — {a) * Kko rwlro na dvitlyo' ralasthe' (Taittirlya-Saihhitd, 1. 8. 6. 1), 
and then (6) Asahkhydla sahisrdni ye rudrd adhibhumydm' (Taitlirlya- 
Aranyaka 1. 12. 1; Vdjasaneya-Sndihitd 10. 54; Taitti, iSmh, 4. 5. H. 1) [where 
(a) asserts that ‘ There is but one liudra, there never was a second ’ ; where- 
as (b) speaks of ‘ the innumerable thousands of Hudras on tlie earth’J. 

SUTRA (37). 

[PuRVAPAKSA continued] — “ (f/) Because there is no teaching of 

the MEANIN(i AS THERE IS OF THE TEXT (OF THE MaNTRAS) ; ” 

Bhdsya, 

“ At the time that the Veda is being read, a certain woman named 
Purnikd is threshing corn, while the young student is learning the Mantra 
that is recited at the threshing of corn during a sacrificial performance ; now 
when the student is learning tho text of the Mantra, he is not learning its 
meaning; in fact, his sole effort is ccjntred on getting up tho verbal text 
only ; — and as a rule, one learns only that which«is of some use ; hence from 
the fact that the student learns and practises the reciting alone, we conclude 
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that it is tho reciting alone of the Mantra which serves a useful purpose. 
[Just as at the time of the threshing being done, tho threshing -mantra is not 
recited for the purpose of conveying the idea of tho threshing, so, in the same 
manner, at the time that the sacrifice is being performed, the Mantras, even 
though they may bo expressive of things connected with the sacrifice, are 
recited, not for the purpose of conveying any idea of those things, but only 
for the purpose of tho utterance.] 

SUTRA (38). 

I POrvapaksa mniinued } — “ { h ) Because (the meaning is) un- 
intelligible ; ” 

Bhdsya, 

“Further, there are some Mantras whose meaning it is impossible to 
understand; for instance — (a) * Amyak sd la indra rstirasme^ (Jfgveda 
1. 169. 3); (b) * Srnyeva jarhhari fmyharitu^ {Kgveda 10. 106. 6); (c) * Jnd rah 
somasya kdnnkd ’ {Jityveda 8. 77. 4). — Now what meaning could these Mantras 
convoy ? — Tf they are taken as serving the purpose of mere recital, then 
there is nothing incongruous (in their being unintelligible). — From this also 
w’e conclude that Mantras are meant only to be recited. 

SUTRA (39). 

[POrvapaksa concluded ] — “(?’) Becaitse there would be connec- 
tion WITH ephemeral THINGS: — THE MaNTRAS CANNOT BE 
KE<IARr)ED AS (ONVEYIN(J ANY MEANING.*’ 

Bhnsya. 

“ If the Mantras were to convey some moaning, then they would become 
connected with ephemeral things. For instance, there are the Mantras - 
* Kinte krnmnti klkafesii gdvah.,,,d no bimra pranmngadasya vcdo naichd- 
shdkham nvaghavan randhayd nah^ (Ijigt'eda 3. 53. 14); * Kikata' is the name 
of a country (which has had a beginning in time ); — * Naichdshdkha is the 
name of a city; ‘ l^ra^nafigada' . tho name of king. If such JMantras were 
meant to convey a meaning, then it would follow that this Mantra did not 
exist before tho king Pramahgada. 

“ From all these reasons detailed in the/S'i/D’n^ beginning with ‘ Tadartha- 
shdstrdt (Sutra 31), it follows that Afantras are not meant to convey any mean- 
ing.” 

SUTRA (40). 

[Siddhanta] — But there is no difference in the skinification 

OF SENTENCES (iN THE VeDA AND IN COMMON PARLANCE). 

Bhasya, 

The meaning of words used in the Veda and in common parlance is the 
same ; and just as that meaning is meant to be conveyed in common par- 
lance, so it should be in the Veda also. 
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Tho Opponent argues as follows : ** That is not possible ; because in 
common parlance, business is actually found to be carried on by means of 
the things comprehended as expressed by the words; in the case of the 
Vedic sontonco, on the other hand, no help can bo accorded to the sacrifice by 
a conversation carried on by the invisible deities and the insensate sacrificial 
implements. If a transcendental effect were assumed, then, that might 
follow from the more recital (of tho Mantra^ without its conveying any 
moaning). Tho reciting of the Mantra would be done in either case, — 
whether it be for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental result, or 
for the purpose of conveying tho meaning ; — but (there is this difference that) 
if no meaning is conveyed, the Mantra does not become useless ; but if it is 
not recited or uttered, then its presence in the Vedic Text itself becomes 
useless (futile). Hence the right view is that there is to be recital of the 
Mantra, and that only for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental 
result. This is what wo have explained in the statement of the Purvapakaa, 
beginning with the Sutra ‘ Tadart/msfidatrnt* (Su. 31).” 

Our answer to the above is as follows : — At sacrifices, there is recital of 
Mantras only for the purpose of conveying a meariitig. As for the argument 
that ‘ there is no useful purpose served by a conversation between deities and 
sacrificial implements’, — our answer is that in connection with sacrifices, 
the purpose served is the indication of the sacrificial details. Why ? — 
Because until tho sacrifice and tho sacrificial details have been indicated, no 
sacrifice can be performed. Hence for the accomplishment of the sacrifice, 
the conveying of tho meaning renders a great help to the act (of sacrificing) ; 
and this help is understood to bo accorded by the Mantra, Thus there is 
a useful purpose served ; and when this purpose is actually found to be 
served, it is not right to deny it by simply saying that ‘ tho (jonvoying of 
the meaning cannot bo tho purpose served by tho M antra \ 

“ But”, says the Opponent, “if the Mantras help tho performance by 
convoying a meaning, then such scriptural directions as ‘ Hold tho Abhri 
with tho four mintras'" become absolutely meaningless (as shown by us under 
Sii. 31).” 

Lot it be meaningless — we reply ; but wo can never deny the perceived 
fact that help is actually rendered to tho act by convoying a moaning. 

“ Then, do you mean that some scriptural directions are entirely meaning- 
less ? ” 

By no means (we reply) ; | what happens is explained in tho following 
Sutra (41)] — ■ 

SUTRA (41). 

The reiteration (of the direction) is for the purpose of 

QUALIFICATION. 

Bhasya, 

It has been urged above (Text; p. 55, 1. 2(5) by tho Purvajiaksin that — 
“as there is no word in the direction ‘Hold it with the four mantras'' 
indicating that the 'nmntrns are to bo used collectively, it cannot be ex- 
plained as having been added for the purpose of indicating the collec- 
tive use of the mantras,'' But what we understand the sentence (‘ Tdm 
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cfiaturbhirddatti^) to mean is the holdimj as qualified by the number *four\ 
If this wore to be deduced from any single Mantra itself, — then this would 
mean that the Mantra is not comprehended in its direct meaning. 

80TRA (42). 

There is preclusion. 

Hhdsya, 

It has been further urged by the Opponent (Text, p. 56, 11. 4-6) that 
“ in th(‘ case of the text ‘ 1 nmmayrhhnan rashandmrtasya-ityashvdbhidhd- 
n%mddiitte\ (Taitti. Sarii. 5. 1. 2), if the latter sentence (which contains the 
direction) wore taken as serving 1 he purpose of precluding the reins of the Ass, 
— then there w ould bo throe incongruities — f(«) the sentence would lose its own 
meaning, (h) il. would bo assumed to have a totally different meaning, and 
((;) it would set aside the holdimj of Ih-e reins of the ass, w'hich is already 
understood as indicated by the Mantra itself, which speaks of the holding of 
reins in genci'al, which includes the reins of the ass also.]” — But in cons- 
truing tile direction * Ityashvdhhidhdnlnvddatte', what is predicated (and 
stressed) is not t lie * holding ’ (ddatie), but * the reins of the horse ’ (‘ ashvdbhidha* 
nlm^ ; (so that in precluding the holding of the ass's roins, tho sentence 
would not bo relinquishing its own meaning] ; — and thus the fact of the 
Mantra being used in all kinds of holding (that of the reins of the horse as 
well as of ihe^/.sr.s^ and other animals) w’ould be indicated by tho indicative 
force of the words of the Mantra, while the fact of its being used in tho 
isirtienlar holding of the horse’s reins w’ouldbe got at directly from the words 
of the direction (‘ ityash vdhhiddnhnddatte). Then again. Indicative Force can 
indicate thc‘ use of the Mantra e11i<?iently only with tho help of a subsequent 
direction declaring such uso of the Mantra ; [and such a direction may be 
either actuall\' present in the Veda or inferred from the context] ; — in the 
case ill question, no such direction is (either present or) inferred from the 
context." “What sort of a direction do you mean?’’- A direction in the 
form that ‘ B\ this mantra, the holding of the reins sliould be done’, which 
alone could make tho mantra applicable to every kind of holding of the 
reins (of tho Horse as well as of the Ass and other animals). As regards the 
reins of tho Horse, on tho other hand, we have tho direction actually present 
in the text itself ('Holds tho roins of tho Horse'); and so long as this 
direct declaration is present, there can be no Inference of tho other direction 
(relating to the holding of all kinds of roins) ; so that there is no chance of 
tho Mantra being used in connection of the reins of the Ass. [Thus tho 
Preclusion of the ass's reins would not involve the incongruity of tho setting 
aside of what is already indicated.] 

SUTHA (43). 

And it may be a commendatory declaration (Arthavada). 

lihdsqa. 

As for the text — ‘ 1.1 ruprathd am jtrathast'a — iti jjuroddsham prathayati ’ 
(Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 8. 4) (dealt with by the Purvapakain under Su. 31), — here 
6 
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the reiteration is by way of a commendatory declaration, — the sense of the 
commendation being that ‘ by enlarging the Cake, one enlarges, renders pros- 
perous, the Master of the Sacrifice himself’. | That this is the sense is made 
clear by a subsequent sentence in the same Mantra-text ‘ Uru te yajnapalih 
])mthat(im. \ * May the Master of the Sacrifice prosper (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 7). J 
Objection: — ‘‘The sentence cpioted (as indicating the commendation) 
Is not syntatitically supplementary to the mantra in (jiiestion; nor is t here 
any need for the coinmondalion of what has been directly indicated.” 

Reply :-Tvv\gi the sent once in question is not an injunction of the 
Mantra, nor a commendation of the Mantra; what is really commended is 
the act. of enlaryiny (th(> cake). As for the Mantra, its use is indicated by 
it s own' words (‘ (U nprathd urn praf/iaara \ which words, addressed to the 
Cake, ret{iicst it to become fa rye) ; and wIkmi it is mentioned in thet('Xt under 
consideration, it is only by way of being reit-erated with a view to commend- 
ing the act of enlaryiny; the sense of the comrm'udation being that ‘ the act 
of enlaryiny is so commendablo that it is done with such an excellent Mantra 
as Urnpratlid urn prathani^aJ* ('rait ti. Sarh. 4. 1. 2. 1.) — “ WJiat. is iho advan- 
tage gained by this?” -The advantage is that ‘the Master of the Sacrifice 
becomes enlarged, prosperous, in regard to progeny and cattle’. -“Is this 
the reward that actually accrues to the man?” ---We say, \o; wc^ say so 
only because how, othcn'wiso, c*ould the passage bf' commendatory ? [An 
act is regarded as ‘ (*ommended ’ otdy when it is spoken of as bringing a desir- 
able result; it is for this reason that the prosperity of the mcrijicer has boon 
mentioned ; and it does not mc'an that this prosperity is the result that actu- 
ally follows from t he act of enlargiftg tho cake with the particidar Mantra,\ 
Objection: — “But when, in reality, there is no enlaryiny (of the cake), 
why do you speak of the Priest enlaryiny it ? ” 

Reply : -We deduce this from the words of the Mantra : What the words 
of the Mantra mean is that ‘ with the Mantra, the Atlhraryn Priest tells tht' 
(^ake to berome laryc/ ; now when .some one tolls another to ‘ become large’, 
he is said to ‘enlarge’ it ; just as when a man asks someone to ‘do’ a thing, 
he is said to ‘ make him do ’ it. 


8UTKA (44). 

Tub assumption W01:LI> not BK INCONSlSThiNT. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued under Bafra 32 t h.at — “ ina.smuch as the exact 
order of words in the Mantras is insisted upon as essential, it follows that 
Mantras are not intended to convey any meaning.”-- B\it the said insisten(;e 
on the exact order may be baseless (wo do not mind that) ; but we cannot 
reject the validity of what is actually perceived, [that is, the patent fact 
that the words do actually convey a meaning]. — ^It might bo argued that 
tho insistence on the exact order of the words may be conducive to a 
transcendental result. — But the assumption^ of such transcendental result 
‘ would not be inconsistent' with our view alsof under which the meaning 
as convoyed by the words would bring about prosperity and success. 
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SUTRA (45). 

As RKCiARDS THK DlHRCrPIONS, THKRE SHOULD BE NO OBJECTION 
AGAINST THE AcT (OF POINTlNCi OUT THE DUTV) ; AS IT 
SERVES TO BRIN(J ABOUT AN ADDITIONAL 
QUALIFICATION. 

Hhnsya, 

It has boon argurni under 33 that In the (rase of snob directions 

as ‘ Prnksrmlramfhiya' !Madhya-Sam. 1-28 ; Tirlli. lira. 3. 2. 9, ‘ Aiimdaynhi 
mham\ and tlie likol, it cannot be right to point out (the duty) to one who 
alread\' knows it; h(;n(ro uttering of such words can serve only a 
transcend I rntal purpose." But tliis is not right. Bven thougii the Priest 
jniglit bo knowing that such .Mid such an act has to bo done, it is necressary 
to remind him of it at the time of the acrtiial porformanoo ; as this re- 
minding could bo dori(^ b\' othor moans also, the "IVrxt la> s down the rxact 
words to bo used in the nuninding; it is this (emphasising of t lie exact 
wording that is done by tl)(r Man fra; and tliis serv(‘s the purposi* 

of ^adflfny to the (piftl} ficat tons"' (of tlu^ Priest ; by making him more alert 
and cllici(‘nt ). 

SUTRA (M>). 

Being signifkant, the Mantra may be an Arthavada. 

Bhasya, 

The Mantra (*it(*d under Sdtra 34 is ^(Uaitvdri .shringd, etc.’ (Kgveda 
4. 58.3); it is trut» that th(‘ t hing spoken of din^otly by the words hen* has no 
(ixist('nc(‘ ; but the words could be tak(m in an indir(Mrt (figurative) sense; 
and such figurative expressions are accepted as (rorrect (justifiable, authori- 
tative); while then^ is no authority (or justification) for the assumption that 
a transcoudent.al result follows from th(» iru^re rc'cital of tlie Mantra, Tln^ 
figurative meaning of tlu? words of the Mantra is as follows: — (a) The* 
"four horns ^ stand for the four ilotr priests who are like horns of the 
Sacrifice (personified);— (5) the "three feet' stand for the tliree Savamts 
(Morning, Midday and Evening); — (c) the * tiro heads' stand for the Sac-* 
rificor and his wife; — (d) the "seven luinds' stand for the metres; — ((?) 
"hound three-fold' moans circumscribed by the, three Vedas;- {f) the "hull' 
(urmhha) stands for the Sacrifice as bringing about; (varsali) desirable 
results ;--((/) "cries' (rorainti) imnins makes a sound; -and (h) the phrase 
"the (Ireat Divinity entered- the mortals' means that human beinys are entitled 
to the performance of sacrifices. 

This figurative description (of the Sacrifice) is like such figurative 
descriptions as the following — * The river has the Chakravdka birds for 
her breasts, the swans for her teeth, reeds for her clothes and mosses for her 
hair ’ ; — where the River is described. 

[Under Sutra 35, the Opponent has cited the Mantra (a) " Osadhe 

trayasm' (Taitti. Saih. 1. 2^. 1), and (6) " ShrvkOta yrdvdrjrah' (Taitti. Saih. 
1. 3-13)]. — (a) The words ‘ Oaadhe etc. ( ‘ O Herb, please protect ’) addressed 
to 'the sacrificial accessories, which are insensate, are meant to indicate that 
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towards the accomplishment of the sacrifice, the accessories are as efficient 
as intelligent beings. — (6) Similarly the words * Shf^ota grdvdvkah'* ‘Listen, 
(), Ye, Stones’) are meant to indicate that ‘after this now will follow 
the reading of the Morning Hymn, which is so important that even the 
insensate stones will listen to it, — how much more, the learned Brahmanas ’ ; 
and it is for the conveying of this idea that even though they are in- 
sensate, the stones are thus addressed. 

SUTRA (47). 

The words beini; figurative, there would be no iNCONtmuiTY, 

Bhaaya. 

1‘ndcr Sutra 3(i, the Opponent lias <?itc‘d the Mantra — * Adilirdyauh, 
— But these words are * Jigurative\ and hence there is ‘ no incongruity ^ ; 
just as we find in the case of such words as — ‘Thou art my Mother and 
tiiou m\ Father.’ — Similarly, in connection with a sacrifice at which there is 
a single deity, Radru is spoken of as ‘ one \ and in connection with that in which 
the deity consists of a hundred Rwlras, Rudras arc spoken of as ‘ a hundred ’ ; 
so that there is * no incongruity" or self-contradiction involved in any such 
texts. 


SUTRA (48). 

That there is no mention of the learnincj (of the meaninc; of 
Mantras) is due to the fact that it has no bearing 

(rPON THE actual PERFORMANCE). 

Bhdsya . 

I'nder Sutra (37) it has been urged that— “ at the time that the act (of 
Ihrefihiug) is going on. and the young student is learning the Mantra that is 
recited at the time of corn-threshing at a sacrifice, there is no desire on the 
part of the student to convey (by means of the words of the Mantra) 
an idea of the threshing that is being done by the woman, Purnika;-- [in the 
same manner at the time tlial tlu» sacrifiet' is being performed and a Mantra 
is being recited by a Priest, there can be no desire on the part of the Priest 
to convey an ide.a of the sacrifieial details by means of the words of the 
Mantra ]"' — The reason wh\' the Priest does not wish to convey an idea 
of the moaning of the Mantra that he recites during the performance of the 
sacrifice lies in the fact that an indication of the meaning of the Mantra^ 
having no bearing upon the performance, would be of no use. — “ But the 
teaching and learning of the meaning has not been enjoined, while the 
teaching and learning of the verbal text has been enjoined.”— The reason 
for this lies in the fact tliat the imderstanding and remembering of the 
i meaning is easy, and honc;e there is no teaching learning of it, — while the 
I learning and remembering of the verbal text is diflicult, and hence tSere 
* are the teaching and learning of it. 
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SUTRA (49). 

The MBANINCJ IS there; only there ts ihnoranck of it. 

Hhasya, 

[ Under Sutra 38, tlie Opponent has urged that there are many Manlrats 
whose words are entirely meaningless. | — The fact is that the Mantras have 
a meaning, - only it is not grasped, bj’ reason of carelessness, idleness and 
some other caiises; as a matter of fact, the moaning of every word can 
be deduced from its etymology, with the help of commentaries, lexicon 
and grammar. For instance, (one of tht^ apparently meaningless Mantras 
cited by the Opponent is ^ Jarhharl inrpharltu' ; and herej the words 
* jarhtmri lurptmrltu\ having the form of words with dual endings, are 
understood to he names of the twin-gods Ashvins; and through this signi- 
ficance, the Mantra imlicates the hymn to the Ashvins, ending with the 
words ^ Ashr>inok kdnmwaprah' (Rgveda, 10. 116. 11) — Further, all these 
W'ords — " Jarhhnri' and the rest — can b(^ taken as tin* names of deities; 
and their special significance is d(?t ermincd by their etymology and 
common usage. |For those explanations, see Tantramrtika — Translation, 
pp. 100 -101 1. — Similarly in other eases also. 

SUTRA (50). 

The mention of ephemeral thinijs has been already 

EXPLAINED. 

Hhnstpu 

It has been already explained under the Sutra, ‘ There is only a simi- 
larity of Sounds ' (Sdfra 1. 1. 31). 


SUTRA (51). 

The iN.irNCTioN (of a Mantra) by an indicative name 
shows that it skjnifies the same thinc. 

Bhasya. 

We have tlie text ‘ One approaches the AgnliVs place with the Agneyl ’ 
(Taitti. Sahi.^3. 1. 6), which enjoins the use of a Mantra named ' Agmyl" ; 
it is only when Mantras are significant of some meaning that they are enjoined 
by such an indicative name : that is to say, the Mantras are called ‘ Agneyi ’ 
because they are capable of signifying the deity Agni, and not because 
they contain the word * agni\ 


SUTRA (52). 

1'he Modification (of Mantras shows that they are 
expressive). 

Bhdsya, 

Modification is possible in Matiiras only if they are meant to be expres- 
give, — “ Where do you finc^this modification ? ” — We have the text ‘ Na pita 
vardhate na rmitay ‘ The Father does not grow, nor the mother ’, [this is with 
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roferonce to tlie Mantra — * Anvenam nuild, eto., Taitti Bra. 3. 6. (5. IJ : this 
means that beings other than those do grow; but as a matter of fact, the 
Mother and such persons also do ‘grow’, — through the several stages of 
childhood, youth and old age ; hence what the text moans is that the word 
(‘ mother’) docs not ‘ grow “ What would be the rfrov^th of the Word ? ” 
— It would consist in the taking of the Dual and Plural endings. — [It 
is this growth that is forbidden by the text; and such forbidding 
has some sense onh' if the Mantra is taken as conveying some meaning — 
says the Tantravdrtika . — The Mm*/m-text quoted precludes the possibility 
. of nouns in the singular number being mod [fieri into those in the. Dual or 
the Plural. The sense of the prohibition is that if a certain Mantra 
contains the word * enani^ in the singular, as referring to the sacrificial 
animal, this singular pronoun should not be changt^d into the Plural form 
'endn \ in acaso whore tJiere is a large number of animals. | 

SUTRA (53). 

There are al.so certain positive Bkahmana-texts (which 

CLEAREV POINT TO THE EXPRK.SSIVI (4IARACTEK 

oE Mantras.) 

Bhdsga, 

There arc certain MJrdhnulnd’Texis' [accrording to the Tantrardrtika 
^ ridhi' here is used in the sense of Jirdhnmna\ which r(‘fer to Mantra a in 
such a way as to indiciite that the\' are int(‘nded to convex a moaning. 
For instance, we find the Brahniana-text * Hhatam h hndh shatam mradni 
jirydmm ityetadevdha^ (Shata-Bra. 2. 3. 4. 21) (which says that ‘When the 
Mantra uses the phrase Shatam hhndh in the Mantra " Agtie grhapate, etc.,’ 
(Wijasa saihhita 2. 27) xvhat it means is * Shatani vnrmni^ a hundred 
gears''; and in this passage the words occurring in the Mantra are ex- 
plained as having a definite mcaningj. 


Thus ends Pdda II of Adhgdya /. 



ADHYAYA L 

PA DA III. 

Trejitinfj of the Authority of Smrti and Custom. 

Adhikarana (1) : The Authority of Smriis in general. 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrv"apaKvSa| — “Inasmuch as Dhakma is based upon the 
Veda, what is not V'^eda sjiould be disrecjakded.” 

[Tho authority of Ivjioiclions. Arthnt’>ad<ts aiul Mantra-^ having Ijceii dcolt 
vith, what calls for consideration next is tho character of siich words and oxpross- 
ona as are Names. Nainad/tdya. of sacrifices. Hut before taking up this latter, wo 
»ake up tho ease of Smrti and Custom', and tho pro])riet.v of introducing tliis 
lisciission here has been explaiiietl in several ways;— (1) Wo (*an fonri no idea 
)f the authority of tho Veda until wo have understood it in all its bearings; and as 
t is only with the help of Smrti and Custom that it can be* so understood, it is 
lecessary that the exact nature of these latter should bo investigated. — (2) Kinding 
\uit Smrti and Custom are treated as authorities ic»v Dharma. we might take excep- 
ion to the conclusion arrived at under Sutra 1. 1. 2 to the etfeet that Veda is tho 
>nly authority for Dhartna; and in order to guard against this, aiul to ascertain 
low tar Smrti and Custom may be allowed to interfort' with Veda, in matters 
'elating to Dharma. it has t(» be shown that these art* basotl upon Vetla, from 
A’hieh altine they tlerivo their authority. (.‘1) The subject-matter of Mhnumsa 
las been declared to be ‘Investigation t)f the nature t)f Dharma'. and after 
ho first authority on Dharma in the shape of the N'^ctla lias ])een tlealt with, it 
s only right that the nature of its t»thcr authorities should he considered. — 'I'ho 
•onsideratioii of Smrti and Custom comes before that- of Namadheya (Names), 
kvhieh is a part of tho \'eda, liceausc while the Xdmndheya <1ops not alTect the 
Stfirtif tho Smrti does at times help in the comprehension of the NuniadhP^ya . — 
Heforo cemsidoring those eases when* there is coiiflicl Ix'l woon Tcda and Smrti, we 
leal with the more general ])reliminaiy (piestioii -Is Smrti to be regartled as having 
iny authority in mat tors relating to Dharma ?| 


Bhdsya. 

So far wo have explained tho authoritative character of tho whole 
Voda. Now we are going to consider ca.se.s whore we do not find any Vedic 
bexta and yet there arc Smrtis to f ho effect that ‘ this act should bo perform- 
ed in such and such a manner, and for such and such a i)iirposc ’ ; — the 
flUGStion to determine in this e.onnoetion being, whethi*r or not similar 
authority attaches to f hesc Smrtis. As examples of such Smrtis we have — 
(a) ‘The Aaraka should be performed’, (h) ‘The Teacher is to be followed’, 
[c) ‘Tanks should bo dug’, (d) ‘Drinking booths should be set up’, (e) 
' One should keep a tuft of hair on the head’, and so forth. 
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[The grounds for doubt regarding the authoritative character of such rules 
have been thus sot forth in the Tantravartika^ Translation, p. 105 — In as mucli 
as those Smrtid are the work of human authors and are dependent upon their memory, 
which cannot be infallible, their authority is not inborn or self-sufllcient, like 
that of the Veda; yet on the other hand, they are found to be accepted as 
authoritative by an unbroken line of Vedic Scholara from time immemorial : hence 
they cannot bo altogether wrong or untrustworthy. Hence the doubt.] 

The Purvapakm view on this c^uostion is as follows; — Inasmuch as 
Dhanna fs based upon the Veda^ wluii is not Veda should he disregarded. 
That Veda is t he only right means of knowing has been made clear 
under Sutra 1. 1. 2, where it has been declared tliat ‘ Dharnui is that 
which is indicated bg means of the Veda as conducive to the highest good’ ; 
hence all that has been cited (being not X'^eda and hence) having no sound 
basis, should not be heeded.” 

I The supporter of Smrfi says| - -Those persons (Smrti- writ ers) who knew 
that such and such an act should be done in this manner, how cmild they 
say that the Act should not be done at all ? jThat is, there is no reason for 
suspecting the veracity or authority of the Smrti-writers. The Tantrn- 
vdrtika puts tlie r»»asoning in a better form--‘Tf the Smrti-writers know a 
certain action, for instance, the A^stahl.^ as on*' that sliould not be done, 
how could they declare it to be om* that should b(‘ done, and tboreby lead 
astray tlu» people of the present day ? ’ | 

prhe Purvapaksin continues] *• The answer to this is that the falser 
or wrong declaratipns might be made b> the writers by reason of the im- 
possibility of their having any remembrance (of the nets concerned). As a 
matter of fact, no one ever remembers any such thing as lias not be<»n appre- 
hended or heard by him; and the subject in (juestion (the Astakn offering) 
is not mentioned in the Wda and is sonu'lhing super-physical (and honc<‘ 
not cognisable by any other means of cognition); [so that it could not 
have l)een previously known to the Smrti-writers at all;), and no remem- 
brance (of th(* Act) is possible for (he Srnrt i-writ(Ts, for the sirnplr* reason 
that they liav’e not had prerit}ti.s cognition, wliicli is what brings about 
Remembrance. K(*membranct' under tlu* eireumstaiKMvs would he just like 
the remembrance that a. barnui woman might have to tin* effect that 
‘such and such act was done* by my dauglit(u*’s son’; if she ever had 
such a remembrance, then, knowing as she does that slie has had no 
daughter, sIh' could ne.ver believe that re riu* mb ranee of the son's act to bf^ 
correct. 

“ The Opponent nui>- say - ‘ Kven so, just as in the (*ase of th(‘ X'eda, we 
aecopt as authoritative the retnembranre (or tradition) of these Snirti-writ**rs 
by reason of there being an unhrok#'n tradition among them regarding what 
is Veduy in the same manner we may ace(*pl as authoritative their remem- 
brance regarding the matter under consideration (the Astakd and the rest).’ 

“ But this is not possible; because in the case of the \"eda, the compi- 
lation being there, the previous Cognition (necessary for remembrance) is not 
impossible; in the case of the Astakd and the rc^st, on the other Imnd, as 
these are imperceptible things? there could be ao means of any previous 
Cognition of them, and hence it follow's that any remembrance regarding these 
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must be wrong. In fact, this case would resemble the case where a person 
born blind says ‘ I remember this particular colour — and being asked, ‘ How' 
could you have any Cognition of colour ? ’, he points to another person blind 
from birth, — it being asked from where this latter derived his Cognition , 
another person blind from birth is pointed out ; so that even though there 
is an unbroken line of tradition of persons born blind, no sensible people can 
ever regard this remembrance as right Cognition. 

“ Thus we conclude that a Smrli like those wo have been considering is 
not to be treated with respect, it is to be ^ disregard 

SUTRA (2). 

|Siddhanta| — B rr (Smrti) is trustworthy, as thkrk would 

BK INFERKNCR ( ASST AIPTION, OF THK BASIS IN THIO V'KD V) 

FROM THB FACT OF THE A(JENT RKJN(i TFIE SAME. 

Bhdsga. 

The p]iras(^ *afj/ m ’ (‘but ’) implies the reject ion of the Pnrm})uksa . 

The Smrti f (Heiiiembraiice), is ‘ pramdna ’, ‘ trust morthg ’ ; — because it is a 
kind of (Cognition: and how can Cognition be wrong? It might be argued 
that — “ as there could have be(‘n no means available for the previous Cogni- 
tion (of such things as .\stakd and th<? like), there could bo no previous Cog- 
nition of them (on which the Kernembrance would bo based).” — Our answer 
is — * AnH 7 ndnam\ thetx would be injereiive^) ; i.e. \yo would infer the 
reason for the reliability of the Romembrancf'. Of course the groimd of this 
reliability could not b(^ any previous direct apprehension, as (in the very 
nature of the things concerned) no direct apprehension is possible; human 
beings do not, in their present life, have any direct apprehension of things 
like Astakd-, and wliat may have been apprehended in a previous life is not 
reinornbered during the present life. But what wo could infer (as the ground 
for reliability) is the Text (V'^odic) itself | which would have provided the 
Srnrti -writers with the previous (cognition necessary for the Remembrance, 
Smrti’, Nvhich would tlius have its basis in tliat inferred \"cdic textj; this 
inference being drawn from the fact (premiss) that ‘ the agent is the same ^ ; — 
i.e. the ‘ agent \ author , of the Smrti is the same as the ‘ agent p erforme r, of 
the acts prescribedTn the N’^oda. — Thus it becomes ostablisliod that Hn the 
case of the Smrti, Remembrance, of men of the throe higher castes, there is 
actual connection (support, basis) in the Veda. 

Says the Opponent — “ But people do not find any such N'edic Text as 
you w'ould infer (as the basis for Smrtiy' 

Kven if they do not actually find it, they would infer it. It is quite pos- 
sible also that the text upon which the Srnrti is based was actually known 
to the Srnrti-writer, but has since been f orgotte n. 

Thus in the case of the ‘remembrance’ of men of the three higher 
castes, the necessary ‘ previous c.ognition ’ being traceable,- —and it being 
possible that the texts from which that Cognition proceeded have boon for- 
gotten, — the inference of fJie text becomes justifiable; consequently * Smrti 
is trustworthy \ 
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Then again, wo do Knd in the Veda, texts indicative of the A staled ; — e.g. 

‘ Ydnjandh pratinandanti, etc.’ [Pdraskara-Grhya-Sutra 3. 2. 2 ;‘^'Aj)astamha‘ 
Mantrapafha 2. 20. 27.] 

[The whole passage roads thus — ‘ Yanjanah praiinandanti ratrindhtlmnumiva' 
jf/fittm mmvafsarasya yd patni sd no astu samangali aHakd yaistu rftdhaftP. svdhd ’ ; — 
hero Aetakd is spokcu of as the Divinity of the Night, eulogised as the ‘ Consort of 
the Year’; here we have a Vedic text speaking of AHakd as an object of adora- 
tion ; and this is taken as indicative of the desirability of performing the rites of 
the 

As regards the other instances of Swrii , — rules of conduct (^uotod above, 

I (relating to tho ‘ following of the Teacher ‘ the digging of tanka ’, ‘ ostablish- 
I ing of drinking booths’, and so fortli), their authority (reliability, trust - 
I worthiness) rests in the fact of the apparently u seful purposes served by 
them ; for instance,— ^(a) if one follows his Teacher, the Teacher becomes 
f)lease<l and teaches him with care, and also being satisfied with the pupil, 
explains to him the reasonfhgs that go to solve the v’^arious diflirnilties that 
present themselves in tho course of the study of tlie texts. This rule of follow- 
ing the Teacher derives support also from the \"edic text — ‘'riierefore tho 
inferior always walks behind tlio superior walking ahead’ (which speaks of 
the As,*f following after tho Horse^ and hence indicates the propriety of tho 
Superior Person being followed by the Inferior) ;—=( 6) Drinking Hooths and 
1’anks are philanthropic works, conducive to tho benefit of tho pooi)le, and not 
conducive to Dharma (merit only, and hence directly cognisable only through 
ths Veda) ; as indicative's of such acts, we have the text — ‘ Dhanranntvaprapd 
osi' {Jfgvedu 10. 4. I) (which indicates the establishing of Drinking Booths |, 
-and ^ Sthulayodakaijn pariyrhnantP (w^hich indicates the digging of water- 
F'oservoirs, Tanks]. — (c) As for tho keeping of a tuft of hair on the head, this 
serves the purpose of indicating the yotra (Clan) to which one belongs; and 
as indicative of this wi* find the text ‘ Yaira hdndh sampntanti kumdrn vishi- 
kha iva ’ (Ijlyvedu 6. 7.5. 1 17. 7 ) | which cites tho case of ‘ young boys with vari- 
ous top-knots’ as a simile, and this indicates the practice of keeping tufts 
of hair as indicative of yotra \. — Thus then, those rul(*s (Smrtt) I hat serve ap- 
parently useful purposes are trustworthy on that acijount, and in the case of 
those that pertain to transcendental purposes, we shall infer V’^edic texts as 
their leasts (and on this basis will rest their trustworthy character). 

[The Prdhhdkara presentation of the Adhikaranas in this I’ada is somewhat 
different. According to him, the question of the authority of Swrli or Custma 
does not concern ns ; the subject-matter of the Adhysya is the Aleanft of knowing 
Dharnia, and it having been established that the Veda is the only means of know- 
ing Dhanna, the whole Adhyaya should deal with the authority of the Veda 
only. -Thus then, the vimyavdkya of the present Adhikarana is tho Vedic text that 
has been cited above as indicative of the AHalcd : * Ydiijandh praiinandanti^ etc. ; 
and not tho Sttirli-ruio relating to AHalcd. 1’his Vedic Text is found to speak of the 
Divinity of the Night, and thus becomes connected with the AHakd-Kiie laid down 
in the Smrti. in which the Night figures as a deity.— Now in regard to the trast- 
worthy character of this rule regarding the AHaku, the t^urvapakm view is as 
follows: -“The Smrti-rule that ‘the AHakd should be performed’ is found to 
accomplish its purpose of enjoining the Rite, only through the help of the Vedic 
text quoted: — the Vedic text also, as indicating the Divinity of the Night, must 
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have had in view that same Astaka-Rite in which Night figures as a deity, and 
which has been enjoined only in the work of a human author;— and thus this 
Vedic text, is found to be dependent upon the woi*k of a human author, which 
therefore shakes its inborn self •sufficient authority ; and thereby the authority of 
the entire Veda becomes sliaken." The Siiidhanf-a view is as follows VV'hen w^e 
have tourid that tVie persons who wrote down the rule that ‘the AHakn shoidd be 
performed must have found a basis for the rule in the \'eda itself, then the 
injunction of the AHaka must be regarded as emanating from (based upon) the 
Veda itself ; so that the text * Ynnjanuh, e/r.\ also refers to a divinity that figures in 
an act enjoined originally in the Veda itself; and thus the manti'a-trxt is not 
dependent upon the iS'mH'i-rule at all; if is baaed u])on the Vedic text upon which 
primarily the Sinrit-ntle is inferred to nwt. — 



Adhikaraisia (2) : Shruti {Veda) more authoritative than 

SmriL 

SUTRA (3). 


When there is Conflict (between Veda and Smrti), the 
Smuti shocld he dtsrkcarded ; because it is 
ONLY WHEN THERE IS NO CONFLICT 

THAT THERE IS AN ASSUMPTION (oF 
\'EI)r(^ TEXT IN SUPPORT OF 

Smrti). 


Bhd^ya^ 

f'lTu' authority «)f Stnrfis in «:oru'ral hax’in^ boon ostal)liHlir(l, Oio author next 
proceeds to point t)ut exceptions.) 

The question that arises now is- TTow would it be in cases whtTi^ there 
is a conflict betwi'eu Stnrti and Shruti ? For instance — The Smrti rule 
that the irhole of tin* XJduuibara-Post should be covt^red — is in conflict 
with the iSVi/v/O'-riile that ‘one shotdd sing a iSV/wn??, tovchimj the* I*ost’ fno 
touching of the Post is possible when the whole of it is cov(T('d with cloth] ; 
--(6) The Smrfi-Twh? that ‘ one should remain a Vedie Stiuh^nt for forty -eight 
years’ is in conflict with the rule that ‘one* should instal the* Fire when 
a son is born to him and his hair is still black’. |lf a man is to remain 
a student for 48 years, he wouUl not marry before h(‘ is 55 or 50 x ears old, 
by which time his hair would cease* to be black. — and he could not instal 
tho Fire before marriage) ; ''(r) the S mrti-T\\]v that ‘ oiu* should lUj^take food 
at the place of on(» who has purchased Sown (for tin* Soiim-sacritice) * 
is in conflict with the Shruti.-r\\[<^ that ‘on tin* completion of the At/uistomu 
stage (of the Soina-sacriflce) one should dine at the houst* of tho sacrifieer’ 
[at the time Tnf*nfioned here, the sacrifleer will have purchased the Soma\, 

I Now the (ju(‘stion arises — are these Smrti-rules authoritative* ?| 

'rhe l^urvapaksa view is that “all this Smrti is authoritative, tipAansr. 
the Ufjent itf the same (as declared in the preceding 

In answer to this, our SiMh^lftta view is as follows: -Inasmuch as th<} 
Smrti lays down something that cannot be done, it must be r(*garded as^ 
wrong, — “ But why can it not be done. ? ” — Because tlu* tonchiwj of the Post 
has been enjoined, therefore it cannot; be (‘Utircjly covered up and yet 
touched by the singing priest. For when we understand that the Post is to 
be touched by the singing Priest, what is there that would obstruct this 
notion of ours ? It w’^ould be obstructed by the Smrti laying down the 
covering up of tho whole J'ost. [Thus this is a clear case of conflict between 
the two|. — “The only reason that w'Oidd make the Smrti wrong would be 
the fact of its having no basis in tho Veda; but it could have a Vedic text 
for its basis.” — It could have a Vedic text (assumed by us) for its basis 
only if the idea of touehimj the Post were wrong; if this idea of touching 
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is not wrong, then the idea of cover nfuj vp, being impossible, must be wrong; 
and just as no direet Apprehension is assumed, merely because (without it) 
something is not possible, in the same manner no Vedic text can be assumed 
(simply because the ‘covering up of the whole post’) would be wrong 
without such a text. — “In that case, how about the NmrfI laying down 
the covt*ring up of the whole Post ?” — Well, it is wrong. — “ But why should 
we assume it to be w rong ? " — Because it conflicts wdth an idea founded 
on the V’^eda. 

“But why cannot we regard th<‘ two rules {Smrti and Shrofi) as 
optional alternatives, — lik(* l^rlki and Yava, or like the two ?//«/< .s, HrJmt 
and Ratluintara ? 

That cannot be; as option is admitted in only those cases wh(‘re neither 
of tht‘ t w'o courses is known to be wrong. — ^ There is some obscurity attaching 
to this passage, du(* mainly to the explanation provided in the Tanlmvdr- 
Ifka, w}i(»r(‘ the Kdrihl beginning with ^ Purvoktennim margena* etc.J^ clearly 
means that in every ease of Option, one of th*' two alternatives must re- 
garded as wrong; and according to this the Bhas\'a should be translated as- 
‘ (’nftl one of the tivo is ilefinilelg recognised as wrong there van be no option ' ; 
the negative partu*l(‘ ‘ na ‘ in this case is construed along with what follows. 
As a matter of fact however, if either of the alternntiv(‘s is definitely’ 
recognised to be irrong^ then it is rejected altogidher, and it is not taken 
as an acceptable alternative; it is only when n(*ither of the alternatives 
is definitely recognised as wrong, that both are recognised as equally right, 
’rhe only way in which th<* Bhasya could possibly be explained in 
accordance with th(' Vdniika is to take the ^wrongness' of one of the 
alternatives to mean X\\e partial wongness which attaches to every alterna- 
tive opt ion, involved in the fact that wdien one accepts the first alternative, it 
means the rejection of the other, and this rejection implies that the alterna- 
tive so rejected must bo taken as wrong at least for that occasion, — But from 
what follows in the Hlmsga, it appears better to take the negative particle 
‘ 7ia’*as separate, and to accept the translation as given above in the body 
of the text.] — As a jnattor of fact however, if ‘ the covering up of the whole 
post’ is right, ‘the touching of it’ must be wrong, — and if the ‘touching’ 
is right, then the ‘covering up of the whole’ mentioned in the Smrti must 
be wrong. But w^hen the other party talks of this being a case of ‘ Option 
ho admits that the ‘touching’ is ftartly right [i.e. it is right in the event of 
the performer adopting that alternative]; this ‘Touching’ however has its 
source in the Veda;--- and if the authority of this Veda is admitted, it 
cannot be partial; — as regards the ‘covering up of the whole’ — wliich 
according to the other party, is the second alternative in the option — that 
also would (according to him) be only partly right li.e. only in the event 
of the performer adopting that alternative]; and what is only partly right 
can never justify' tlie assumption of a Vedic text in support of itself; as 
any such assumption yroiild be obstructed b\' the idea of ‘touching’ [which, 
as derived directly from the Vedic text, would be absolutely right, and hence 
very much more powerful than the ‘covering up of the whole’ which is 
admitted to be only parity right].-- Hence unless it is recognised as right , . 
not wrong 9 no Vedic text in its support, can be assumed. — Nor wnll it 
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be right to hold that the same alternative (of ‘covering the whole’) i^vrronq 
in one case and riqht in another; — because its source (or basis of authority) 
would be the same in the one case as in the other; if then it is not wrong in 
one case, it cannot be wrong in the other, as the authority of t he Vedic text 
(on which the Smrtl is based) w'ould be the same in all cases; the Vcniic 
text cannot be operative in only one case, as a text is always found in th(>i 
form of a composition of words : and this cannot be regarded as w 9 'ong 
rending in one case (and right in another). From all this it follow^s that 
the idea (of covering of the whole post^ which is derived from Snirti), in 
one case, can have no status other thfin that of a mistake; and consec|uontly 
on account of its being in conflict (with the direct Vedic tt'xt), the idea 
of ‘covering up the whole post’ is held to have its source in either wrong 
learning or dream or som(' such other source of wrong cognitions. For so 
long as th(^ said confli(;t is there, there can be no reason to justify the view' 
t hat the idea of ‘ covering up the whole ’ is right. Hence the conclusion 
is that, just as (according to the other i)art,\' also) nc) Vedic text (in support 
of the ‘covering up of the whole’) can be assumed in one case (i.e. in 
tht3 case of the otht*r altcrnativi* of ‘touching' htn’iig adopt <‘d by the perfor- 
mer), so it cannot be assuini'd in the other case also; as the reason |for 
not assuming the Vedic5 text, i.e. the conflict with a dirt'ct Vedic tc‘xt | 
nunains t he same in botli eases. 

'I’hen again, there being a mutual interdependenci% (the*S'/a/7/ regarding 
th(3 ‘covering up of the w'hole ’ cannot bo right), becausi' its significance 
would be dependent upon something extraneous to itself. — “What is this 
m/ahml interdependence ? ” “ -If the Smrti-rule (regarding covering np the whole) 
is right, then the touching (laid down in the Shruti) is wrong,— and if 
the Touching is right, then the Smrti is wrong; it is in this way that then* 
is mutual interdependence. Now as betw<‘en these two (the Shruti laying 
down Touching and the Smrti laying down Covering up the whole)^ the source 
of the Touching is fully recognised (in the, V"(*dic text), while the source 
of the Smrti has got to be found (assumed); — this is what is meant by 
th(? Smrti-rule having ‘ its significance dependent upon somt'thing extraneous 
to itself’, 'rhus then, the source of the Sjnrll being yet to be found, its 
authority is far from being established ; and if the Smrti is not authoritative, 
then the Touching (laid down in t\\o Shruti) cannot hc^ wrong; — and if the 
Touching is not wrong, then there can be no reason for assuming a V’edic 
text in support of the Smrti-rule, for the sirnph^ reason that no \alidity 
(authority, trustworthine.ss) atta(;hes to this latter. 

Says the Opponent — “ By this same process of reasoning, in so far 
as the notion of Vrlhl being the mat.erial for t luj sacrifice is right, there can 
bo no room for the Vedic text laying down Yava (as the other optional 
alternative) ”, 

Certainly there would bo no room for such a Vi'dic text, if it dul 
not exist there already ; as a matter of fact howevi^r, the Vedic text 
prescribing Yava (as an optional alternative) is already there (and has 
not got to be assumed) ; and certainly when the text is there already, nothing 
can bo said against it. In this case both the text.*? are there ; — and the two 
are two distinct sentences ; one of tho.se speaks of the Yava only as the 



ADHYAVA I, PAr>A III, ADHIKARANA (2). 


9r> 

substance for the sacrifice, and the other speaks of the Vrlhi only as the 
substance for it ; and when something is distinctly mentioned by a sentence, 
it cannot be put. aside. Kor this reason, in the (.‘ase of Ynva and V rlhij it is 
only right that Option should b(‘ Jidmitted. — Similarly' in the case of the t wo 
Sarnans, Hrhat and Rathantara. 

It is for the reason that it lias been declared that Smrti conflicting witJi 
Shruti is not trustvvorthx' ; (?onsef|uontly what has bec^ii said in the Smrti 
regarding tlie ‘ Covering up of the wholt» Post ’ has to be disregarded. 

SOTHA (1). 

Also hi:( ai se we find motives. 

lihnsya. 

(a) Some greedy priests being desirous of liax ing n. larger piee.e of (dotli, 
covered up the whole of the Post at a certain performance ; f liis was what gave 
rise to the Smrti-rule (that the whole post should bo covered up). — (b) Some 
greedy Priest look food at the house of th(‘ Saeritleer aft(?r he had purchased 
the aSo/w/. land this gave rise to th(‘ Smrti -rule permitting such eating|. (r) 
Some people, with a vie.w to eonc<?al their want of virility, n^mained Keligious 
Students for forty-oight years; and this is what gave rise to the* Smrti-rule 
permitting siuih a (iourso. I For this reason also, no authority (;an attach to 
the Smrti which is found to have its source in sui*h motives.] 

This Sutra (4) may also be taken by itself as embodying a separate in- 
dopendent AdkikaranUy as follows: — 



Adhikarana (3) : No authority attaches to Smrtis prompted 

hy worldly motives. 

SUTRA 4. 

If wokldly motives are discernible the Smrti-rules cannot 

BE RECJARDKD AS TRUSTWORTHY. 

[The t‘ore^^oing Adhikarana dealt with those Smrti-rules that are in conflict 
with Vodic texts ; the present Adhikarana deals with those Smrti-rules which 
are nyt in conflict with any Vedic texts, but which are found to bo prompted 
by greed and other motives.] 

Bh^syn. 

There are such Smrti-rules as (a) * The cloth used at the Vaisarjana 
Homa is to be taken by the Adhvaryn priest — and (6) ‘ They should give 
a\va\' the cloth covering the Post — ^In regard to the authoritative characjter 
of these, the Purvapakm viev\' is that “ the>' are authoritative, because 
the atjent is the sams (as declared in Sutm 1. X 2).”- TheSiddha/nta view how- 
ev'er is that such Smrti-rules cannot be regarded as authoritative; because 
at the root of these there is something total h' different (from motives 
of Dhatirui) ; -the fact being that some people did siicli an act through greed, 
and this gave rise to the Sm/ii, This view (rejecting the authority of such 
Smrtis) is more reasonable than the assuming of Vedic texts in their 
support. 


I Kumarila docs not accept the view propounded in these two Atfhifcftrarujs, 
whereby certain Smrti-rules are hold to be absolutely devoid of authority. Ac- 
cording to him the form of the Siddhanta as embodied in 8(1 tra should l>e 
as follows — ‘ When there is a conflict between the ideas ex[)ressed by the Vedic 
text and the Smrti it is the Vedic text that should bo regardeclas authoritative ’, 
which moans that in cases whore the Smrti-texis have expressed in other words 
the sense of certain Vedic texts, without quoting the exact words of these latter, - 
they make their own authority dependent upon the assumption of those texts whose 
sense they are meant to express ; while the Vedic text, which declares what is not in 
agreement with what has been declared in the Smrti, is self-sufficient in its author- 
ity ; and as such this latter inspires greater confidence, and leads people to adopt 
the course laid down in it, in preference to the other course laid down in the 
Smrti. But this does not mean that the Smrti has no authority at all. —For a full 
discussion, see Tnntraoartika -Translation, pp, ld4 -16o. - On pp. 165 168 Kumgrila 
suggests lather interpretation of the Adhikaraiias, whereby what are declared 
tolJe untrustworthy aro^ not the Smrtis admittedly based upon the Veda, but those 
so-called * Smrtis' which have been propounded by Baiiddhas, Jainas and other 
horctical sects.] 



Adhikarais^a (4) : What deals with the Act is more authori- 
tative than what deals with its accessory. 

SUTRAS (5-6). 

I PtfRVAPAKSA] — ‘‘ If it BE HELD THAT WHEN THERE IS NO DISTURB- 
ANCE OF THE VeDIC text, THE SmRTT-RULE IS NOT INCOM- 
PATIBLE WITH THE V^EDA, — OUR ANSWER IS THAT THIS 
CANNOT BE RI(?HT, BECAUSE THE LIMIT HAS BEEN 
FIXED BY THE SCRIPTURES 

[The case of Smrti texts dealing with acts to be done for accomplishing certain 
results desired by man has been dealt with so far ; it has been shown that they are 
accepted oi* disregarded according as they are found to bo in agreement or in 
conflict with the Veda. VVe are now going to deal with those Smr^i-texts which 
boar upon such small acts as are not peiformed for accomplishing any definite pur- 
pose, but only come to bo performed on certain occasions during a sacrificial 
performance. 1 

Bhasj/a . 

The -^fc-rules dealt with here are such as — (a) ‘ An act should be done 
after rinsing the mouth’, — (6) ‘An act should be done by one wearing the 
YajnopatnUi\ — (c) ‘One should perform the acts with thought hand’ and 
such others. 

T'lit? question that arises in regard to these is — Are these Smrti -v\x\e^ in 
conflict with the Wda and hence should not be followed ? Or, are they not 
in conflict with the \^cda and therefore should be followed ? 

►SaA's the Furvapaksin : — 

“ Tn this connection if it be held that — ‘Inasmuch as the following of 
the rules does not militate against anything declared in the Veda, they are not 
in conflict with it ’ (Sii. 5), — then, our answer to this is that it is not so ; be- 
cause if these rules were followed, then they would militate against the 
On/er (of acts) laid down in the scriptures. — How ? — Well, if one wore to per- 
form th(‘ nmuth-rinsi nq and other acts (mentioned in the said rules) between 
the making of the Veda (a b^indle of k^isha-grass) and the making of 
the VedI (a four-inch deep altar between two Fires), — it would mili- 
tate against the Vcdic text ‘One should make the Vedi after making the 
Veda ’ [whore the order prescribed is that the making of the Veda should be 
followed by the making of the Vedi ; and if the rinsing of the mouth were to 
be done between the two, then that order would bo infringed]. — Similarly if 
one were to do all the acts with the right hand only (as laid down in the 
Smrti-rule), sometimes the performance of the primary act might go beyond 
its prescribed time (by reason of the delay due to every act being done with 
the right hand only, which must get tired very soon) ; while by using both 
hands, the Primary Act would be completed well within its prescribed time.” 
7 
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SUTRA (7). 

[Siddhanta] — But when no motive can be detected, they 
SHOULD be recognised AS USEFUL. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd ’ (‘ but*) serves to reject tlie view stated above. 

The right view is that when Smrti-teKtR like those under consideration 
are such as are not found to have been prompted by an improper motive, 
they must be accepted as authoritative. — “ But tliey are found to militate 
against the prescribed order of sequence and the prescribed time.” — Let them 
militate against it; that does not vitiate their authority; because the 
rinsing of the mo'uih is an act^ while the order of sequence is only a quality of 
(accessory to) the act ; and an act cannot be omitted for the sake of an 
accessory, — Further, it is only when the acts are already done that the order of 
sequencje comes in subsequently; so that at the time that the acts appear 
there is no order present, — with what then will the acts be in conflict ? 
[Hence there is nothing against the authority of the Smrtl-rule in question.] 

Similarly, if with a view to guard against the transgression of time, one 
were to cease io act with the right hand only, — in this case also consider- 
ations of time should not alter the form of the act [i.e. the act to bo done by 
the right hand should not be done by the left] ; because Time is only a 
subsidiary factor in the performance and auxiliary to it ; and hence for the 
sake of the Time, the Act should not be disturbed. 

Further, acting with the right hand, and wexiring the sacrificial thread 
constitute purity (or cleanliness), and such things are not regarded as inter- 
ruptions at all; because purity or cleanliness is a necessary adjunct to 
all actions. [And a necessary adjunct cannot be regarded as an inter- 
ruption — says 

From all this it follows that the Smrti-rules relating to all these acts — 
Rinsing, Using the Right Hand, Wearing the Sacrificial Thread and the like — 
are authoritative (trustworthy). 


[On this adhikarana also, Kumarila holds an entirely diiferent opinion. His 
contention is that none of the Smrti-rules dealt with here are in any way against 
any Vedic texts; and as such there need be no separate Adhikarana devoted 
to their consideration. According to him therefore, sutraa 5 and (i form part of the 
I foregoing Adhikarani^ and sutra 7 forms a distinct adhikarana by itself. By 
this interpretation the sense of sutras (.5) and (6) is held to bo as follows : ‘ If the 
Opponent argues that — ** a rule emanating even from a heretic should be accepted 
as authoritative when it is found that it is not contrary to the Veda, — such 
rules for instance as that one should be trulhful, charitable and so forth **, [su. o], ~ 
then we deny this, because the extent and number of authoritative scrTpCtires 
is limited * [su. 6J ; — the conclusion therefore is that ‘ Dharma can bring about 
its results only when it is understood with the help of those scriptures which 
are recognised as having their basis in the Veda. ’ — As for sutra ^7), it stands, by itself 
embodying the Adhikarana treating of the authoritative cliaracter of the Procl^^ 
of Good Afsn; the sense of the sutra being that** those acts which cannot be 
ascribed to any worldly motives, and whi<^ are yet performed (by good men), must 
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be recognised as dharma ’ ; this would be the SiddhStUa as against the Pfirys ^iHAisa 
that ** many practices are found to be such as are repugnant to the Veda, conse- 
quently no authority should attach to Practices/' The meaning of the Siddkanta 
is that when, in regard to any particular Practice, we find that it is current among 
good men, — and we cannot attribute it to greed or any such sordid motive, — we 
should accept it as authoritative, as Dharma. 

There is a noth er interpretation suggested by KumSrila, by which Sutra (5) 
is to be taken as'^i^rt of Adhikafana (4), and sutras (G) and (7) as embodying 
the Adhikarana dealing with the Practices of Good Men; under which suJtra (G) 
erabo<1ios the Ptirvaptiksa in the sense that ** those practices cannot be regarded as 
authoritative in matters relating to Dharma. because the number and extent of 
authoritative scriptures is limited to the Veda and its auxiliaries;" and the 
Siddhanta. in answer to this is found in Sutra (7), in the sense already explained in 
the preceding paragraph. 

There is yet another interpretation suggested by Kumarila, whereby all these 
three ftutroft (5), (6), and (7) are taken as embodying the Siddhanta in answer to 
a Furvapakfia from without^ bearing upon the Practices of Good Men. The sense of 
the three fiutraa. in this case, would be as follows ' That which is taught in 
the Veda and the Smrtiy \i this is not contradicted by the Practices of Good Men, — 
such practices can be accepted as authority on Dharma ; but whenever there is the 
least thing repugnant to the teachings of the Veda, then, as there would be a conflict 
of authoritios, the Practices cannot be accepted to have any authority at all. — 

See Tantraodrtika Translation, pp. 173 203.] 



ADHiKARAijrA (6) ; A word should always he understood in 
the sense assigned to it in the scriptures. 

SDTRA (8). 

IPCkvapaksa] — “Inasmuch as no iNcoNfsRiiiTY is found in any 

OF THEM, THE SEVEKAIi SIONIKICATIONS SHOULD BE EQUALLY 

(acceptable).” 

[It has been established that Veda and Smrti are authoritative moans of know- 
ing Dhnrma. Now arises the question of the right comprehension of the meanings 
of words occurring in Vedic and Smrti texts.] 

Bhasya. 

In such texts as — (a) * The cooked offering consists of Yam \ (6) ‘ Shoes 
of I'u /•«/<« -skin (Taitti. Bra. 1. 7. 9. 4; Mailra. Sarh. 4. 46 ; cf. Shata. Bra. 
5. 4. 3. 19), (c) ‘One collects the Prdjapatyas on the Feto«a-mat\ — we find 
the words (a) * yara ‘ vara ha ’ and ‘ retasa \ — Now (a) some people use the 
word 'yarn' in the sense of Barley -coryt, others in the sense of Tjony- 
2mpper :-{b) the wojd ‘ vard/ta" is used by some In tlie sense of tht^ Hog, by 
others in the sense of the Black Bird ; — (c) some people use the word ‘ velum ’ 
in the souse of the BahjulU’Creeper, and others in the sense of the Black- 
berry . — Since the words have' both significations, these latter should bo re- 
garded as options, and we may accept the one or the other as we choose. 

[The rpiestion being as to which of the two significations is the right one, 
the PdrrafKiksa view is that] -“Since both the meanings arc found to be 
signitied by the word, the acceptance of one or the other is optional (we 
may accept whichever w^e choose)”. 

NOTHA (9). 

|Sri)l>HANTAj — I n UKAfJTY, THAT WHICH TS BASKD ON THK 

SCRIPTURES (IS TO BE RE<5ARDEI) AS MORE AUTHORITATIVE) ; 

BECAUSE THE SCRIPTURES ARE THE BASIS OF AUTHO- 
RITY. [Or, THAT SENSE IN WHICH THE WORD IS USED 
BY PERSONS WHO TAKE THEIR STAND UPON THE 
SCRIPTURES IS TO BE AC(HSPTED AS THE 
MORE AUTHORITATIVE : BECAUSE 
IT TS MORE RELIABLE THAN 

ANY OTHER.] 

Bhdsyn. 

The particle * vd-^ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the PurvapaJesa view. 

(a) As regards the word *yava* (the explanation of the two-fold usage 
lies in the fact that), if the word denotes the Barley-corn, then it can be 
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applied (indirectly) to the Long-pepper, by roctson of its similarity to Barley ; 
and conversely, if it denotes the Long-pepper, it can be applied to the Barley, 
by reason of its similarity to the Long-pepper, — “What is the similarity 
between the two ? ’* — The similarity between the two consists in the fact 
that both Barley and Long -pepper plants grow after previous corn -plants 
are over. — “What then is the factor that determines which is the right signi- 
fication of the term ? ’ —That signification is the right one which is accepted 
by persons who I'ely upon the scriptures, — ‘ Who are the persons that rely 
upon the scriptures^,' -They that are cultured and learned; because such 
persons are conversant with the unbroken tradition bearing upon words and 
the Vedas ; that is the reason why cultured persons are the ‘ basis’, means, 
for ascertaining the sense of Vedic and Smrti texts. 

In regard to the subject under consideration, — following upon the in- 
junction that ‘ the Karamblha-wo^HcA should be filled with Yam' the declara- 
tion (of the scriptures) is to the effect that tlie ‘Fam-plants flourish merrily 
when all other plants arc^ withering *, where the Veda shows that the word 
‘ Yam' stands for Barley [as the Barley- plant flourishes just before the 
spring when all other plants shed their loaves). And since we find this 
indication in t he Veda, we conclude that there is a long unbroken tradition 
behind the use of the word ‘ Yam' in the sense of Barley \ from which it 
follows that the word can be applied to the Long-pepper only indirectly 
(figuratively); — hence the conclusion is that the cake is to be made of 
Bar ley -meal. 

(6) In regard to the word ‘ mrdha', the Vcdic text ‘ therefore cows run 
after the mrdha' (Shat a. Bra. 4. 4. 3. 19) shows that- the word * mrdha' 
denotes the Hog, as it is the Hog that cows run after [at a festival held 
along witli the Dlpdmfi], 

(r) In regard to the ‘ velasa', the Vedic text ‘ the Vetasa is water-born ’ 
indicates that the word ‘ mtasa' stands for the Banjuta-CTeepoT, as it is the 
Banjula-creepf^r that grows in water, while the Blackberry -tree grows either 
on dry ground or on hill-streams. 


[KiifUrtrilrt takes exception to the above presentation of the Adhikarana; for 
reasons, see Tanlravdrtika, Translation, pp. 207-208. He therefore takes the 
Adhikararia us discriminating between the usage of words among Aryas and among 
Mlechchhas. 'Phe Purvapakea view is that — “ In regard to all visible things, the 
signification accepted by the Arya and the Mlechchha is equally authoritative 
(Su. 8) ; it is only in regard to superphysical things that the usage of the Arya has 
superior authority ; in the case of ordinary things the expressiveness of all words has 
to be accepted as equally eternal, ' -from the mere fact of their being expressive ; 
consequently, so long as the word denotes a certain meaning, it does not make any 
difference whether the signification is known among Aryas or Mlechchhas." — In reply 
to this we have the Siddhdnla in Su. (9) in the sense that that sense has to be 
accepted as more authoritative which is €K;ceptod by people who take their stand 
upon scriptures - i.e. the Aryas. 

Kumarila offers another interpretation of the Adhikarana as dealing with the 
comparative authority of Smrti and Custom, In cases where a Custom is repug- 
nant to a Smrti-text, the PGrvapaksa view is that “ both are to be regarded at 
equally authoritative (Su. 8) ; because both equally derive their authority from the 
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Veda — The SiddharUa in answer to this says that the Smrti is possessed of superior 
authority, because it is the Smrti that is based directly on the Veda (Su. 9). In 
the case of the Smrti, the corroborative Vedic text is assumed directly from the 
fact of its being compiled by people learned. in the Veda; whereas in the case 
of Custom, we have first to assume a corresponding Smrti-text, and then on the 
strength of this assumed Smfti-text, we have to assume the corroborative Vedic 
text ; the support of the Veda thus in this case is one step further removed. 

There is yet another interpretation of the Adhikararm suggested by KumSrila, 
by which it deals with the comparative authority of the sense conveyed by words in 
the Veda and that conveyed in common parlance. The worti ^aahvavala', for 
instance, used in the Veda, denotes reed, while in common parlance, it denotes 
horse's hair; -the question arising which of these should be accepted as authori- 
tative, the Pilrvapaksa view is that ** both are of equal authority (Sil. S), because 
in the matter of the signification of words, the Veda docs not in any way differ 
from other sources of verbal knowledge ; its superior authority being restricted only 
to things pertaining to Dharma — The Siddhanta in answer to this is that that 
signification of words which is based upon the scriptures is decidedly more authori- 
tative, because the knowledge of Dharma is obtained by means of the scriptures 
alone (Su. 9). A signification accepted and sanctioned by the Veda is irrevocably 
fixed and can never be set aside, while that sanctioned by ordinary usage is variable 
and liable to change.] 



Adhikarmsta (6) : The usa^ of words current among 
Mlechchhas is also authoritative, 

SUTRA (10). 

The meaning impabtku (bv the Mlec^hchha, to a word) would 

BE DULY COMPREHENDED BECATTSE IT IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE 
WITH ANY AUTHORITY fOR, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 
SANCTIONED BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE VeDA, 

BECACSE IT IS NOT INCONGRUOUS]. 

Bhnsya. 

[It has boon established that that meaning is to bo regarded as more 
authoritative which is accepted by persons who take their stand upon the 
scriptures. | Now in the Veda wo meet with certain words which nro not 
used by the Aryas (who are the people that take their stand on the scrip- 
tures) in any sense at all, but are in use among Aflechclihas ; such are the 
words *pika\ *nema\ * 8(ita\ ^tuniaram^ and such others. In regard to 
these, there arises the question — Are we to deduce their meaning from their 
etymology, commentaries and roots with the help of lexicons and grammar ? 
Or should we accept that as their meaning in which sense they are used by 
tho Mlechchhas 1 

On this question we have the following Purvapnksa — “ What has been 
established as authoritative is the .oLM^urefl people, not tho 

(Remembrance) of uncultured people (like the Mlechchhas), Hence it should 
be necessary to assume the meaning through explanations, etymology and 
grammar; and it is only thus that these latter would be of use. Further, 
uncultured people are not very careful in regard to words and their meanings, 
while the others (i.e. tho cultured people) are very careful. From all this 
it follows that in the case of the words mentioned, their meaning should be 
deduced from the roots from which they are derived.” 

In answer to this we have tho following The rnmning tluU 

is imparted to a word oven by uncultured people, — even though not known 
to the cultured, — would he comprehended, — and it would not be right to 
reject what has been comprehended and which is not inemnpatibU with any 
a^jUhority, — ^Tho argument has been urged that^ “ what can be accepted aa 
authoritative is the usage of cultured people only”. — But that refers to 
such things as are not amenable to sense- perception. — Tho other argument 
urged (by the Purvapakain) is that “it is only cultured people that are 
careful regarding the use of words”. — ^In answer to that we say that there 
are some things in which the Mlechchhas are more careful (and reliable) ; for 
instance, in the catching and rearing of birds. — The third argument urged is 
that “ it is only thus that explanations, etymologies and grammar would be 
of use”. — But these will have their use in regard to those words whose 
meaning is not known even to the Mlechchhas (and so we have not even 
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that usage to guide us). — Further, if we were to deduce the meanings of 
words from their etymology, etc., then, there would be no fixity (and 
definiteness) regarding the meaning of words, and there would always be 
uncertainty. — ^From all this we conclude tliat (according to the usage of the 
MUchchhas), the word ‘ pika ’ should be taken in the sense of the citckoo , — 
the word ‘ ne7mi ’ in the sense of half^ — the word ‘ tamarasa * in the sense of 
lotus, — the word ‘ sala ’ in the sense of ‘ wooden vessel, round in shape and 
with hundred-holes^ , 



Adhikarai^ia (7) : The authority of the Kalpasiitras is not 

self-sufficient. 

SUTRA (11). 

[POkvapak.saJ — If it be urged that “(the KalpasCttras <on- 
.stituteJ the scripture of Rituals ”, — 

Bkasya. 

[The case of the Kalpaaidras stands on a different basis from that of the Smrtis ; 
they contain nothing more than the Vedic Ritualistic Procedure in a systematised 
form; there is nothing in their contents beyond what is actually found in the Vedic 
texts available. Tn the Smfiia, as we havc^ found, there are many things which 
are not found in the Veda, and for which corroborative Vedic te.xts have got to be 
assumed. With all this however, the Kalptmftiraa are compilations made by human 
authors, and to this extent their authority is open to doubt. -Kumarila {Tantra’ 
variika — Translation, p. 224) has explained the term * Kalpa* in this connection as 
* treatises that point out the method and procedure of sacrifices in the form of 
definite regulations These Sutras are the work of Baudhayana, Varftha, 
Mashaka, and others— says Kumarila. J 

What are treat(?d of here are the Kalpasutras — by Mashaka, Hastika, 
and Kaundinya. — The question is — Are these authoritative (in themselves) 
or not authoritative ? 

On this we have the following “ Inasmuch as thes^ 

Sutras constitute the ‘ //?/«/ /.?#/. /c Bcrii>turc\ tlu*y must be authoritative, — 
we assert. These' are statements made by truthful ptTsons. How is that 
known?’ — We know this from the fact that there is perfect, agreement 
between these statements and those contained in the Vedas. For instance, 
the ‘ cups’ Tuontioned in these are the same as those mentioned in the V’^eda ; 
tht' ‘ bricks ’ mentioned in these are the same as those mentioned in the Veda. 
From this it follows that the teachers (who compiled the Ka! pasutras) were 
truthful persons ; and the Shriifi also declares that * the word of the Teacher 
is authoritative’. —It might be argued that ‘the authoritative character of 
these Sutras is not directly perceived (to be inherent in themselves, as is 
done in the case of the Veda) ’. -But this objection would have no force ; as 
tho said authoritative character is ascertained by another means of cognition, 
in tho shape of a verbal assertion. (This assertion being in tho form of the 
text quoted above regarding ‘The Teacher’s Word ’ bi'ing authoritative, and 
also in the form of the text wherein the Kalpas are mentioned along with the 
Mantra and the IJrdhrnana as to be read daily.] — T^astly, the Kalpas are 
actually treated with the same regard as the V^edic texts. — For these reasons, 
the KalfKisutras arc authoritative (by themselves).” 
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shababa-bhIi^ya : 


SUTRA (12). 

[SiddhantaJ — That cannot be; because there is no proper 

COMPOSITION. 

Blmaya. 

What has been assorted in the Purvapakaa is not possible, because there 
is no proper composition ; as a matter of faot, the Kalpasutra is not composed 
in the proper manner, there being no accenj^atipn in it (and hence it cannot 
be treated on the same footing as the Vedic text). 

SUTRA (13)\ 

Also because there are no supplementary passages. 

Bhdsya. 

[In the Kalpasutra] wo meet with such texts as * He appoints the 
Priests ; — the Priests thus appointed perform the sacrihce ; — they take their 
seat on the sacrificial ground In all this wo injunctive word is found, because 
throughout it is the Present Tense ending that has been used. Nor is there 
any valedictory supplementary pcissage (from which the Injunction could be 
deduced). For this reason such a text can have no authority (regarding 
Dharma), — As for the ‘regard’ that people have been spoken of (in the 
Purvapaksa) as having for the Kalpasutra^ — that is due to concomitance; 
i.e. to the fact that Xa2pa-texts are interspersed with Vcxiic texts. — As 
regards the Vedic text (quoted by the Purvapaksa y that ‘ the Teacher’s word 
is authoritative’), — that means nothing; as it is a purely commendatory 
statement. — “ Why should it bo treatcxi as a commendatory statement ? ” — 
Because in the context where this text occurs there is a totally different 
Injunction — to the effect that ‘ the cake dedicated to Agni is baked upon eight 
pans ’ ; and it is in this connection that wo have the said text (‘ The Words 
of the Teacher, Achdryay is authoritative ’), where the term ‘ dchdrya ’ is meant 
to stand for the Veda* in its etymological sense of ‘ strengthening the intel- 
lect ’ [‘ dchinoti buddhim ’ |. ff r, what the said text means is that ‘ the word 
of the Teacher is authoritative ‘ through its dependence upon something ’ ; — 
“ what is that something ? ” — ^it is that which is itself rightly recognised as 
self-authoritative (i.e. the Veda). 

As for the Purvapaksa argument that the Kalpasutras are the work of 
truthful persons, — our answer is that — that is not so, because — 

SUTRA (14). 

The word ‘all’ has been used (in the KalpasiTtba), while 
there is at hand a scriptural text (to the contrary). 

Bhasya. 

The words of the Purvapaksin’s * dchdrya \ ‘Teacher’ (the author of 
the Kalpasutra) are — ‘ The Amdvdsyd (Darsha) sacrifice is to be performed on 
all days' ; while there is at hand the scriptural (Vedic text) — ‘Thd PauinjM* 
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vnam is to be performed on the Full-moon day and the Amavaaya (Daraha) on 
the Moonless Day \ — ^Thus, inasmuch as these authors have made statements 
contrary to the Veda, they cannot be ‘ truthful ’ ; and hence their work (the 
Kalpasutra) cannot be authoritative. 

[From Sutras 1 1 and 12, Kumarila has deduced two additional Adhikaranas : — 
(1) That the Sinrtis and the s^x subaldwy sciences of the Veda, like the Kalpasutra, 
have no authority independent of the Veda ; and (2) that no authority attaches to the 
non-Vedic scriptures — such as those of the Bauddha and other heretical sects.] 



ADHiKARAiiTA (8): Holdkadhlkhrarm — The Authoritative 
Character of Popular Customs. 

SOTRA (15). 

^Purvapaksa] — “Inasmuch as all assumption is limited in 

ITS SCOPE, THE AUTHORITY (OF CUSTOMS, BASED UPON THE 

assumption of Vedic texts) must be qualified by 

THAT limitation 

Bhasya. 

[The authority of UsagOH and Customs having been established in a gononil 
way, the question is raised regarding the exient of the authority of particular 
customs — Is this autho^ty local or universal ?j 

“The authority of Smtli and Custom is held to depend upon the as- 
sumption (of corroborative V^odic texts); — the very fact that establishes 
their authority also proves that that authority is limited (localised). Hence 
such customs as Holdkd and the rest should bo practised by ‘ easterners ’ only ; 
— the Ahnhmibuka and the like, by ‘southerners’; — the (Jdrrsahtiu-yajna 
and the rest by the ‘Northerners’ only; just as the practice regarding the 
various numbers of ffair-tiifts on the head is local, — some people keeping 
three, some five.” 

SUTRA (16). 

[SiddhantaI — In reality, the Duty should be universal, 
as AfiL Injunction has that (universal) character. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ apl vd\ ‘in reality serves to set aside the view expressed 
above. 

Customs like those mentioned should be (Duty) for all; — 

why? — because all lujunction has that cliaracter; — the term ^vidlmrui^ 
‘ Injunction’ (in the Sutra) stands for that by which the enjoining is done, i.o. 
the injunctive word; — it is the injunctive word that is assumed in support of 
the Smrti ; — and the injunctive; word cannot' denote either the Class 
(universal) or the Individual (particular); — in fact, there is no one single 
word that denotes the universal character common to all persons (per- 
formers of actions) which could be assumed (as part of the Vedic text in sup- 
port of the Custom). — Hence the only reasonable view to take is that the 
Injunction applies to all persons. — [The Vedic text assumed cannot refer 
to any particular Class, like the ‘ Easterner etc. ; or to any individual 
person ; nor is there any such universal class-character as would include 
all persons ; — hence the absence in the assumed Vedic text of such an all- 
comprehensive word cannot be rightly urged as a reason for restricting 
the authority of the particular Customs. — Bjuvvtnald \. — Why so ? — Because 
all that the basic authority (i.o. the assumed Vedic text) says is that ‘such 
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and such an act should be done \ and there is no authority for restricting 
its application ( to any particular persons). 

The Purvapakain has cited the case of the variety in the custom 
relating to the number of Hair- tufts on the head. — The answer to this is 
given in the following Sutra : — 

SUTRA (17). 

Restriction roui.u only be due to direct perception. 

Bhhsya, 

In the case of the Hair-tufts, we clearly perceive that the restriction is 
due to restrictions of tlie (iotra. [Persons belonging to one Gotra ke(*ping 
three tufts, those belonging to another keeping five, and so on.] 

SUTRA (18). 

Also because there is no such indicative mark as woui.d 

INC LUDE A[..L (THOSE PARTICULAR PERSONS TO WHOM THE 

(Custom may be sot-c;ht to be restricted). 

Bhasya. 

This Sufra is to be prefaced by a few words.- “ W hat are those 
words ? — (Thesi^ words are) — “ W'liy cannot there be a restriction tliroiigh 
indicative marks, —such as we have in such rules as ‘the white man shall 
be tlio ffotr priest’ | where the' work of the Hotr priest is restricted to such 
'men as ar(‘ trhite] ? ” — [It is in answer to this c]uestion that we have the Suftu 
which means as follows:] — Then' is no sui'h indicative, mark as would include 
all those who are actually found to follow a particular custom. -As for 
such characteristics as ‘dark, largo-bodied, red -eyed' (which have been 
iiicntioned as the indicative marks of persons following the Ahnluaibuka 
rites), wt* lind, as a matter of fac!t, that all men possessing these marks do 
not follow that custom, and also that persons who do not possess these 
marks do actually follow it. — Kor this reason there can be no restriction. — 
As for the instance cited of ‘the white lioir\ that is a clear X’edic text 
(and so we hav<‘ to accept it). 

8UTRA (19). 

The name also is due to conne(jtion with (residence in) a 

COUNTRY. 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent- Why cannot the restriction be due to the name ? 
Those who are named ‘ Southerners’ would perform the Ahnhiaihuka ; those 
who are named ‘Northerners’ would perform the Udvraabha-yajna; — those 
who are named ‘ Easti^rners ’ would perform the Holdkd ; just as in the case 
of the Rdjasuya sacrifice, we have the restriction that ‘ the Rdjd shall 
perform the Rdjasuya sacHfice’ (where the restriction is due to the name 
‘ rdjd \ which can apply to the Kaattriya only) ”. 



no 


SHABAKA-BHASYA : 


This cannot be; the names (mentioned) are due to connection with 
a particular country [i.e. the name ‘Southerner’ applies to the person 
connected with, living in the Southern country] ; but as a matter of fact, we 
find that a man who has gone out of the Southern country (and his connec- 
tion with that country has ceased) and is residing in the East or in the 
North (and hence entitled to the name ‘Easterner’ or ‘Northerner’) still 
continues to perform the Ahnlmiihuka. Similarly, the ‘ Northerners ’ though 
residing in other countries, still continue to perform the U dvraabJui-yajna ; 
and the ‘ Easterners ’ residing in other countries still continue to perform 
the Holdkd. In fact, when a man migrates from one country to another, he 
does not necessarily follow the customs of the latter. — From all this, we 
conclude that there can be no restriction (in the authority of the Popular 
Customs). — As for the case of ‘ the Hdjasuya being performed by the Rd jd ’ 
only , — ^ rdjd\ Kaattriya^ is a definite caste, restricted within well-defined 

limits. _ 

SUTRA (20). 

IV THK OPPONENT SHOULD UHUE THAT — “ [If THE NAMES WERE DUE 

TO ACTUAL RESIDENCE IN A COUNTRY, THEN] FT COJJLD NOT BE 

APPLIED TO ONE WHO HAS <;ONE AWAY FRf)M 'PH AT COUNTRY 
TO ANOTHER COUNTRY*', — [THEN THE ANSWER TS AS IN 
THE NEXT Sutra.] 

Bhasya. 

If you think that — “if the names were due to actual residence in the 
country, then the name could not be applied to one who has gone 
to, and is residing in, another country ; as a matter of fact however, we find 
that the name * Mathura^ (which according to the Siddhdnta would be a 
name for one actually resident in ikfa^/w< m) is actually applied t-o a man who 
has no connection with (is not resident in) Mathura, and is residing in 
another country; from this it follows that, the name is not. duo to ra.'iidenrt*. 
in the country”; — if such is the argument of the Opponent, then our 
answer is as follows : — 

8UTRA (21). 

The name would be due to connection (residence), as in 

THE CASE OF THE NAME 'Mathura". 

Bhdsya. 

Even when the name is due to connection with the country, the name 
would not be inapplicable to one who has gone out of that country; because 
the name is to connection^ — i.e. due to mere connection, not due to 

connection in the past only, or in the present only, or in the future only. 
Because we actually find the name ‘ Mdthura' applied— (a) to one who has 
started for Mathura (his ‘connection’ thus being in the future), (6) to one 
who is residing in Mathura (his ‘connection’ being in the present), and 
(c) to one who has migrated from Mathura (his ‘connection’ being in the 
past); and it is only when a miui has none of^ these ‘connections’ with 
Mathura that he is not called ‘ Mdthura ’. 
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From this it is clear that there could be no restriction based upon 
name. 

SliTRA (22). 

[Says the Opponent] — “[The country in which a certain 

PRACTICE IS PRBVALEN'rJ MAY BE THE QUALIFICATION OF 
THAT Custom itself, — .just as ‘ slopinc ’ (which 

QUALIFIES THE (JROUND).” 

Bhasya, 

“Why cannot the country bo subsidiary (qualification) to tho act or 
practice ? For instance, that country whore the soil is mostly black is tho 
one where tho Ahnlnaihuka is performed. — Just as in the t('xt ‘ One should 
perform the Vaiahvadeva sacrifice on ground sloping eastward ’ (Man. Shr. 
Sfi. 1. 7. 1. .5) (where tho particular sloping ground qualifies tho sacrificial 
act)”. 

8UTRA (2J). 

But THAT (sPECIFICA'ITON) would be SIMII.AR to THAT BY A 
QUAIJFK^ATION OF THE PKRFOHMKK. 

Bhasya. 

It has boon shown above that such indicative qualifications as ‘ dark- 
skinned', ‘red-oyed’ and the like as belonging to the performer, aro 
indefinite, and are not in keeping with the actual state of things; — 
any indication by tho name of a country would be equally indefinite. 
B(^cause as a matter of fewt, even in the country ‘where tho soil is dark’, 
there are many people who do not perform tho act. (of the Ahnlnaibuka ), — 
and conversely men residing in a country with other characteristics (than 
tlu» dark soil) a.ctually do perform it. — ^Thus then, there could bo no restric- 
tion through tho name of tho country. 

As for the * ground sloping eastward its connection with tho Vaiahm- 
deva sacrifice has been fixed by the Veda itself (hence its case is not analo- 
gous to that of the Customs under discussion). 

[8utrcus lo and Hi have been taken by Kumarila as also embodying an inde- 
pendent Adhikarana, dealing with the authority of such locally-accepted Dharma- 
ahaatraa as those of (Gautama, Shahkha-Likhita and the like. There arises a doubt 
regarding the exac*-t nature of tho authority of these, — because in actual practice the 
work of Gautama and of Gobhila are followed only by Samavedinst — the work of 
Vashiatha only by Rgvedina, -those of Shahkha-Likhita only by the Vajasaneyi- 
Shukla-Y ajuTvedins^ -The Purvapakaa is that “these works cannot be put in the 
same category as tho imiversally recognised Smrtis of Mann and others; their 
authority must be limited.” - The Siddkanta is that on account of the universal 
character of the injunctions contained in the works in question, these must be 
accepted as applicable to all persons who are capable of acting up to them ; as 
the said Smrtis themselves do not contain any words that would limit their 
operation, the Vedic texts also that would be assumed in support of them would 
not contain any such restrictive word ; hence there can be nothing to justify any 
restrictions being placed upon the Smrti-woTkB in question.] 



Adhikaraista (9) : Treating of the Grammatical Smrtis. 

SUTRA (24). 

|Pi7rvapaksa| — “Inasmuch as thkre is no injunction 

KE(?AR1)rN(i THEIR USE, THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRIC- 
TION IN REGARD TO WoRDS.” 

[Works dealing with grammar have also been classed under ^ Smrtw\ 
The use and autliorit>' of these is now discussed. The Brhati has raised an 
objection against introducing this topic hero. Et says- -‘What has the 
authoritati\e or unauthoritativo character of the (Irammatical rules got to 
do with the authority of the Veda, which is the sole subject-matter of the 
present adhydya ? — Even if the corrupt forms of words, as ‘ ymn etc., 
were really expressive and eternal, what effect would that have upon 
the V’edic Injunction ?- -The answer that the Brhati supplies is that if 
there were no restrictions n'garding the exact form in which a word denotes 
a certain thing, thou the comprehension of Vedic texts would be vague and 
indelinite, and there would be no (‘crtainty regarding a certain word being 
expressive of a certain thing; and this vagueness and uncertainty would 
shake the authority and trustworthy character of the \'eda itself. The rules 
of (Traminar howevtr help us to know in what particular form the word — 
‘ hors(‘ * for iiistamfe— really denotes the particular thing, horse; and thus 
they help us to obtain a dt'linite idea of the meaning of \'('dic Texts.) 

Hhasya, 

'riiis Adhikarana is going to deal with the cas(* of such words as ‘ (jaah ’ 
(the grammatically correct Sanskrit word) and *(fdvi\ ^yonV, ^ (jopotalikd ^ 
and other eorriif)t (Wrriacular) forms of the Sanskrit uord. 

The (piestion to consider is — Are, or are not. 1hi> corrupt forms 'gdei; 
and the rest rightly expre^ssive of the animal ivith the dewlap (the cow), 
in th(^ same manner as the correct form ^ gnuh' is? That is, is it only 
the one (Sanskrit) word, which has behind its use an unbroken tradition, 
that is rightly expressive of the thing and all the rest are mere corrupt forms 
of it ? Or are they all equally eternal (in their expressive potency)!? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Thoy are all equally expressive 
and eternal. — ^Why ? — 1 because there is actual cognition; the animal with 
the dewlap is cognised through the corrupt words ‘ gdvl ’ and the rest ; this 
shows that even a hundred years baek the expressive relation between 
these words and the said animal was there; and so on and on backwards 
which establishes their beginningloss (eternal) character. Nor is there 
any originator of this relationship (between the corrupt word and its 
meaning), — as has been fully established. — From all this it follows that all 
the words (the original Sanskrit and the corrupt Vernacular) are correct, — 
people should make use of all of them, — because they all serve the purpose 
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of expressing the meaning ; and they are to bo treated as synonymous in the 
same manner as the Sanskrit words ‘ hasta \ * pdni\' and ‘ kara ’ are. — ^In fact 
words are used for a definite purpose (that of expressing their moaning), and 
not for any transcendental result. Nor is there any injunction regarding 
their use. Hence there can be no such restriction as that only one is correct 
and the others incorrect”. 


SUTRA (25). 

(SiddhantaI — Bkcausk its utteranck is due to (human) 

EFFORT, THERE IS POSSIBILITY OF SLIPS. 

Bhasya. 

It is witJi a considerable effort that people pronounce words: for in- 
stance, (ill every act of utterance) the wind rises from the navel, expands 
in the chest, undergoes evolutions in the throat, strikes the head, turns 
back and spreading ov^or tlie regions of the mouth, renders manifest the 
various sounds. In this (long drawn-out process) there is every possibility of 
the utteror making slips ; just as a man falls in the mud, when he thinks 
that he is falling on dry ground ; or ho touches a thing twice while he thinks 
of touching it only oticc. — ^The utterance and use of tho corrupt words may 
have originated from such slips, — and they need not necessarily be taken as 
having an unbroken tradition behind them. 


SUTRA (26). 

It is NOT reasonable TO HAVE SEVERAL WORDS (TO DENOTE 
THE SAME THING). 

Bhasya, 

It is not reasonable to hold that ‘there arc similar w’ords having the 
same meaning and all having an unbroken tradition (of usage) behind 
them Because this view is held entirely on the strength of the fact that we 
find the corrupt words bringing about the cognition of the thing denoted; — 
but this cognition can bo explained as coming about through the correct 
word itself which is brought to the mind by its similai*ity (to the corrupt 
word pronounced); [the word * gdvl\ e.g. brings to mind the correct word 
* gauh' or * gdvah\ which brings about the cognition of the tiling denoted, 
cow.] — Thus then, ive conclude that among all the words cited, there is only 
one (‘ gauh ’) which is heginningless (eternal), all the rest are corrupt forms. 

In the case of the synonyms *hastah \ *karah\ *pdnih\ the connection 
of every one of them with the thing denoted is beginningless, — such being 
the tesK^hing of authoritative teachers [according to whom all these words are 
grammatically correct; while * gavV, Jj[oni\ etc., are not grammatically 
correct]. 
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SHABABA-BHlSYA : 


SUTRA (27). 

On this point, the truth can be ascertained ‘ through close 

ATTENTION ’ [OR, ‘ THROUGH THE APPLICATION OF CERTAIN 
GENERAL PRINCIPLES* — ACC. TO TantravaHika]. 

Bhasya. 

“But Jiow are we to ascertain the truth in this matter (as to wliich 
word is correct and wliich incorrect) ? ” 

The Sutra says that this can bo ascertained (easily). — People desirous of 
gaining an end are found to be prone to close attention; (in the case of 
persons desirous of retaining the correct form of a word) we find that those 
who give close attention keep on repeating (that word), and thus it becomes 
possible for them to retain it in their memory. It is a fact that we see in our 
experience that what is frequently repeated is not lost hold of (forgotten).- — 
Hence that form of the word is to be accepted as ‘ correct ’ which is declared 
to bo * correct ’ by people who have given this (jIoso attention to it. 


SUTRA (28). 

People are unable (to pronounce the correct word ; — and 

YET THE MEANIN(J IS EXPRESSED) BECAUSE OF THE 
SIMILARITY (of THE CORRUPT TO THE 
CORRECT word). 

Bhasya. 

It has been urged by the Purvapakain that “ as a matter of fact, even 
from the corrupt words ‘ grivi ’ and the rest, the meaning is comprehended, 
consequently, the relationship of these also to that meaning should be re- 
garded as eternal.” — But the fact of the matter is that when a corrupt word 
is uttered, it is a sign of incapacity ; that the man desiring to pronounce the 
word ‘ gauh \ pronounces it, through some incapacity, as ‘ gdvl *, and yet the 
other person hearing the word thus pronounced realises that this man 
wishes to speak of the animal with the dewlap ^ and) to that end he wishes to 
utter the word ‘ gauh ’, but pronounces it as ‘ gdvl ’. — Now other people who 
have heard the word thus uttered and understood as denoting the animal 
with the dewlap, come to use the form * gdvl ’ when they themselves wish 
to speak of that animal ; — and it is thus that the corrupt words ‘ gdvl ’ and 
the rest come to bring about the cognition of the animal with the dewlap ; — 
this is rendered possible by the fact that the word ‘ gdvl ’ is similar to the 
correct word ‘ gauh ’. 
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SUTRA (29). 

In the case op the wroncs use op affixes, (the comprehension 

OF THE MEANINO OF THE WORD) IS DUE TO THE FACT OF 
A PART (of the INCORRECT WORD, i.e. THE BASE) 

BEINC THE SAME (AS THAT OF THE 
CORRECT word). 

Bhasya. 

In those cases also whore a word is used with a wrong aflix, the compre- 
hension of the meaning is duo to the same (similarity) ; e.g. when one says 
^asfmakaih dgachchfuimi' (instead of * ashmakebhyali dqachchhimi'' in the 
sense of ‘I am coming from the Ashmaka country’), the fact of the basic 
term * ashrmka ’ being common brings to the mind of tlie liearer the correct 
word ^ ashinakebhyah" (witJi the Ablative affix), and then only does h(? com- 
prehend the right meaning (‘ I am corning from Ike Ashmaka country’). — 
Similarly when wo come across the corrupt form ‘ (jCtvl \ we are reminded of 
the correct term ‘ go ’, and thence Ihe anifnal with the deivtaj) becomes compre- 
hended. 



Adhikaraija (10 A) : The Word in the Veda and the 
thing spoken of by it are the same as those in 
common parlance. 

SUTRA (30). 

[(a) SlUDHANTA OF AdHIKABANA A] — ThE MEANINCi (ANI) THE WOR») 
MUST BE ONE AND THE SAME, AS raUS ALONE ARE INJUNCTIONS 
OF ACTIONS possible; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THEBE IS NO 
DIFFERENTIATION (BETWEEN THE TWO). 

Bhdsya. 

Now thero arises the question — Are the words ‘ gmih ’ and the rest ex- 
pressive* of the Class or of the Individual ? 

(Before this question can bo answered) we have to investigate the ques- 
tion — are the words in the Veda the same as those used in common parlance 
or different ? Are they denotative of the same things as in common par- 
lance* or different ones ? 

The Purvapakm on this question is as follows : — “ The words in the Veda 
are different from those in common parlance, and their meanings also are 
differcTit. — ^Why ? — Because they are named differently and their forms also 
are different. The difference in their naming is apparent in such statements 
as ‘ Those words and expressions are Vaidika and those others are luukika \ 
In the Veda wo find the statement that * Agni killed the V rf Iras'* {Ifgveda 
6. 10. 34); and the form of this word * agnV (as denoting Indra) must be 
different from tliat of the word ‘ agtii ’ as used in common parlance (as denot- 
ing Fire ). — The words being different, the things spoken of (by means of those 
words) must also be different. Further, we meet with the statement that 
‘ Uftdnd iKti devagavd valmnlV (Apastamba — Shrauta^Sutra 11. 7. 6),— which 
means ‘ the cows that belong to the deities move on their backs’ ; and from 
this statement it follows that the animals spoken of by the word ‘f/o’ (in 
‘ gavd ’) are those tMt walk on their backs; and thus it is clear that the thing 
denoted by the word ‘ gauh ' in the Veda is different from that spoken of by 
that word in common parlance. Similarly, there is another statement — 
^ Devebhyo vanaspale havmisi hlraryyajMrna pradivaste arlham' (Taittiriya- 
Brahma'^ 3. 6. 11. 2), from which it follows that the thing spoken of in tho 
Veda by the word * vanaspati* is a divinity with golden leaves. Again, we 
have the statement * Elat vai daivyam madhu yad ghrtam\ where the word 
* ghrta ’ has been used in the sense of Honey . — From all those it is clear that 
the meanings of words used in the Veda are different (from those of the 
same words as used in common parlance).” 

The Siddhdnta in answer to the above is as follows : — 

The words in the Veda are the same as thoif.o in common parlance, and 
the tilings expressed by them are also the same. — Why ? — Because thu9 
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alone are injunctions of actions possible', it is possible to have an injunc- 
tion of action, only when the words are the same and the things denoted by 
them are the same. If the two sets of words were different, then their 
meanings could not be understood (by ordinary men). Hence the two sets 
of words must bo the same. 

“ What you are pointing out is the useful purpose served by tho 
two being the same ; please point out some reason for regarding them as tho 
same.” 

This reason is provided by tho next clause in the Sutra — * avibhugdt', 

* because there is no differentiation betweeyi the two ’ ; that is, we do not 
perceive any difference between the words in the Veda and those in common 
parlance ; hence it follows that the words are one and tho same. Similarly 
we comprehend tho same things denoied by tho words in tho Veda as those 
denoted by those in common parlance; and hence we declare that those 
also are not different. — As regards the argument that (a) (in the Veda) those 
animals are called cows which move on their backs — (b) honey is called 

* yhrta' — and (c) ^ vaimspatV is tho name given to that which has golden 
leaves, — there are no such statements (in tho Veda) as that ‘ those animals are 
to bo called go which move on their backs ’ ; all that, the statement says is that 
‘the cows move on their backs’. If this statement were taken as predi- 
cating the * gotva ’ (tlie character of cow, of those that move on their backs), 
then the clause ‘ move on the backs ’ would bo a mere reiteration (a reference 
to something already known) ; and yet no such animals are known as ‘ move 
on their backs ’ ; Tany refere'nce to those therefore being not possible] it will 
thus bo necessary to take 1 his * moving on tho back ’ as tho predicate of tho 
sentences ; and if that is the predicate, then tho ‘ character of the c.ow ’ co\ild 
not be tho predicate (of the same sentence); as in that case there would bo 
a syntactic.al split. - Further, if the words of the Voda were different from 
those in common parlance, then we could not over comprehend the mean- 
ings of tho words ‘ uttdndh ’ (on their backs) and tho rest found in the Veda; 
so that it would be all the more impossible for us to comprehend the 
‘character of the cow’, which also is unknown to us (and which forms 
tho predicate of the Vedic sentence containing the words ‘ uttdndh \ etc.). 
— Nor is tho statement of tho ‘ cows moving on their backs ’ quite meaning- 
less and useless ; because it could be taken as serving the useful purpose of 
commendation. — These same considerations apply to the case of the other 
two statements — ^regarding Honey being spoken of as Ohrta, and the golden- 
leafed thing being spoken of as ‘ Vanaspati \ — From all this it follows that 
the words and their meanings are the same in tho Voda and in common 
parlance. 


[This same sutra 30 is also taken as embodying the Purvapaksa of tho 
following Adhikaraiva 10 B.] 



ADHiKAEAivrA (lOB): Words denote Classes. 

StJTRA (30). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA — “ (a) [Words cannot denote Class], as if they 

DID so, NO INJUNCTION OF ACTIONS WOULD BE POSSIBLE ; — 

(6) [Nor can Words denote both Class and 
Individual, because] a Word can have only 

ONE MEANING ; — (c) [As FOR THE NOTION OF 
ClASS THAT ARISES FROM THE WORD] 

THAT IS DUE TO THE FACT THAT 

THE TWO [Class and 
Fndividual) are 

INSEPARABLE 

Bhasya, 

If (i.e. admitting that) the ihing« denoted by words in common 
parlance are the same (as those denoted by them in the Veda), there 
arises the further question — Is it the Class or the Indhidual that is denoted 
by the word ? 

But first of all wo have to consider —what is ‘ Class ’ and what is 
‘ Individual ’ ? 

Among Substances, Qualities and Actions — that factor which is common 
to several individuals is the * Class and that which possesses certain specific 
(uncommon) characteristics is the ‘ Individual 

“Why then should there be a doubt (regarding (ho meaning of 
words)? ” 

Because when the word ‘ <janlC (‘ cow ’) is pronounced, there appears the 
notion of the Class, and yet it is the Individiuil that is connected with 
actions. 

The Purvapaksa on this question is as follows : — 

“ It is the Indivldival that is denoted by the word — Why ? — Becausi* if 
they did, no injunction of action would he 2>08sible ; i.e. if w ords denoted the 
Class, there could be no injunction of such actions as killing, unshing, 
cutting and so forth [as none of these actions co\ild be don(i to the entire 
doss']. 

It might be argued that “ in cases where the utterance of the word 
would otherwise become entirely useless, the word may be taken as denoting 
the Individual, but in all other cases it should be taken as denoting the 
Class", — But it has been already j^ointed out (as the conclusion of Adhi- 
karana 10 A) that it is not right to have the same word denf)ting several 
things. 

“ ‘ How then does the notion of the Class appear (when a w'ord is pro- 
nounced) ? ’ ^ 

The answer to this is that the Class would be the distinguishing feature 
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of the Individual denoted by the word, the idea being that ‘ the animal that 
has this Class (Commonalty or generic character) is the cou; (gauh ) ; ’ — Just as 
we have the idea that ‘ the man who has the stick is the stick-er *, and yet the 
word * stickler' does not denote the stick, so also in the case in question 
(though wo have the idea that ‘ the animal that has this Class or generic 
character islthe cow yet the word * cow ’ does not denote the said Classy* 

SOTRA (31). 

[POrvapaksa — continued] — “ Also because there would be no 

WORDS EXPRESSIVE OF (QUALITIES AS) SUBSISTINC IN 

Substances.” 

Bhdsya, 

“The term ‘ dravyashabda * (in the sulra) stands for ^ dravydshraya- 
shabda*. i.o. ‘word for, — i.e. expressive of — that of which substance is the 
substratum, — i.e. the Quality, [which is what subsists in substances].’ — If 
words denoted the Glass, then there w’ould be no word expressive of 
qualities, — such as wo have in the expressions ‘ six cows are to be given 
‘ twelve COW'S are to bo givon’, Hwenty-Jour cows are to bo given’ ; here, (if 
tile word ‘ cow's ’ denoted the Class) no connection w'ilh such a Class of 
the numbers six and the rest would bo possible. —From this it follows that 
W'ords do not denote the Class.** 

[The Tantravdrtika — Trans, p. 840 — has construed this Sutra somewhat 
differently.] 

SUTRA (32). 

[Purvapaksa — concluded] — And also because we find the 
WORD ‘another’ used.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ We meet wdth such Vedic texts as — ‘ If the animal consecrated runs 
away, then one should secure another animal of the same colour and of the 
same age ’. — Now, if words denoted the Class, then there could bo no ‘ secur- 
ing of another animal ’, as the other animal also would belong to the same 
Class as the one that has run away [and heiu^e it should bo spoken of as the 
same, not as another], 

“ From all this it follows that Words denote [ndividuals.** 

SUTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it is the class (that is denoted), 

AS IT IS THAT WHICH SERVES THE PURPOSES OF ACTIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ^tu*, ‘in reality ’, sets aside the aforesaid view. 

It is the Glass that is denoted by the word . — Why ? — Because it is that 
which serves the purposes qf actions. The injunction * Shy enactitam chinvita* 
‘one should erect the altar like the Shyena’ is possible only with reference 
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to the class (the commonalty); i.e. if the word * Shyeum'* denotes the 
class. If it denoted an individual shyena bird, — then, inasmuch as it would 
be impossible for the performer to make or produce any individual bird, — 
the injunction woiild be laying down something impossible, and hence it would 
be meaningless or futile. Hence the word * Shyena ’ must denote the Class , — 
[In this context, the term *akrti' could best be rendered as * configuration' and 
as this also is a factor that is common to all individuals, wo would have adopted 
it ; but the Tantravartika having declared (Translation, pp. 330 and 331) that ‘ ahrti ’ 
does not stand for the shape, it has been thought advisable to stick to the one 
uniform rendering ‘ class ’.] 

Says the Opponent — “ It would bo possible (according to the Injunction 
quoted) to perform the erecting of the altar by means of the individual birds 
(killed and collected together) 

But the sentence does not speak of the Shyena as the Insirtiment; in 

fact, t he word ‘ Shyena * speaks of what is desired to be brought about ; the 

meaning of the injunction being that *ihe Shyena should be brought about by 
the erecting* ; and this vv’ould give sense only if the word ‘ shyena' denoted 
the class. 

Says the Opponent — “In ffict in both cases, the accomplishment of the 
action is equally impossible. — For instance, (a) the class cannot be taken as 
denoted by the word; — why ? -because if the class were denoted, then no 
action would be possible — in the case of such injiinctions as ‘ one shoidd 
sprinkle water on the Vrlhl-corn' (cf. Taitti. Brii. 3. 2. 5. 4); fit would bo 
impossible to sprinkle water on the entire class of the corn] {b) the Indi- 
vidual also cannot be taken as denoted by th(» word; if the word denoted 
individuals, no action would be possible, — as we find in the case of the 
injunction * ShyenachUam chhivl1ja\ ‘one sho\ild erect the altar like the 
Shyena’.— If it be urged that in the case of the sprinkling of water on the 
corn, the Class (directly denoted by the word) indire(;tly indicjates the 
individual corns, — then in the case of the erecting of the altnr also, wo 
could say that the Individual (directly denoted by the word) indirfxitly 
indicates the Class. — Under the circumstances, which of the two views is 
more reasonable ? ” 

Our answer is (hat it is more reasonable to take the word as denot- 
ing the Class. — If the word denoted an Individual, then it could not bo used 
in reference to another Individual ; — if it could be used in reference to 
another Individual, then it cannot' bo held to denote an Individual ; — ^be- 
cause an Individual is that which is free from all those characteristics that 
are common ; [so that if a word is applicable in common to two things, then 
those things cannot bo regarded as Individuals, in the real sense of the term]. 

Says the Opponent — “ Our answer is that what has been urged does not 
vitiate our position: because when the word would be applied to another 
Individual, it would apply to it only as free from all common character- 
i sties". 

But if it does apply to another individual even as free from all common 
characteristics, then that (application of the one word to the two individuals) 
itself would constitute two common characterisf^'cs (belonging to the two 
individuals). 
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‘*Not so”, — says tho Opponent, — “that thing is an Individual which is 
the substratum of generic properties as well as of certain specific properties ; 
and the word that denotes an Individual is not applied either to tho generic 
property or to tho specific property ; it denotes only the substratum of these 
two; and hence there is nothing incongruous in the word being applied to 
another Individual ; and yet it does not bt^come a generic property ; [when 
tho word ‘ cow ’ is applied to one cow, it denotes that particular as the 
substratum of the generics character ‘cow-ncss’, as also of the specific pro- 
perties of that particular cow; similarly when it is applied to another cow, 
it denotes that second cow as the substratiirn of the sam<^ generic property 
‘cowness,’ as also of the spcciHc properties of that scconil cow; in this way 
the denotation of the word varying w'ith each particular cow, the word or 
its application cannot constitute a common c}mractey}iilic.\ ” 

If the word ‘(;ow’ could be applied to another cow also, [because it is 
something /rce /rom all common characMri sties] then, why is not that same 
word ‘cow’ applied to an individual horse, whicli also is something free frerm 
all common characteristics ? 

Says the Opponent Tho word woukl bo applietl only to such things to 
which it has l)(>en found to bo apjiliod in actual usage, and not to any and 
ev(^ryt hing ; and as a matter of fact, the word ‘ cow ’ has never been found 
to bo applied to any in<^lividual Horse; for that simple reason the word 
‘ cow ’ could not be applied to the Horse 

If a word is to be applied to only that thing to which it has been found 
to have been actually applied in usage, -then the word ‘cow’ could not bo 
applied for tho first time to the cow (cM^lf) just born, as the word lias never 
before been found to have been applied to that particular calf. Nor in this 
case, would it be possibles to have any such comprehensive (or common) 
notion as ‘ this is a cow, — and that also is a cow’ ; the notion that we w-ould 
have would be ‘this is a cow or that is a cow’. — As a matter of fact, we 
have the comprehensive* notion (of ‘ cow’ ’) even wdth regard to the particular 
cow that wo have never seen before. From this it follows that it cannot 
be accepted that the application of tho w^ord ‘cov\'’ to the Individual is 
dependent upon actual usage. 

Says the Opponent — “In that case, (our explanation would be that) it 
is the nature of the poten(;y (of the word) that it is applicable to one indi- 
vidual and not to another individual. Just as it is in tho nature of things 
that Fire is hot and Water is cool, so would it bo in tht? case in cpiestion 
also.” 

This will not do, we reply. Certainly a word is nevt^r understood to be 
applicable to one individual and not to another (without any determining 
factor). 

“But the ^cow-ness^ (the class ‘cow’) would he tho determining factor 
(in tho case of the wwd ‘cow’); the word ‘cow* being applicable to only 
that individual wherein ‘ cow-ness^ (class ‘cow’) subsists.” 

If that is so, then, wdiat would be cognised (as denoted by the w*ord) 
would be a qualified Individual (i.e. the Individual qualified by the class 
‘cow’); and if it is the qualified Individual that is denoted, then, the quali- 
fying factor (class ‘cow’) should be one that has been already cognised 
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before ; because until the qtialifying factor has been already cognised, people 
can never have any notion of the thing qualified by that factor. 

“All right ; the word will denote the Clasa as the qualifying factor, and 
the Individual as the qualified factor; there is no such law that the Indi- 
vidual cannot be denoted by the word that denotes the Class, or that the 
Class cannot be denoted by the word that denotes the Individual ; so that 
both could be denoted by both ; which of the two. Class or Individual, is the 
primary factor in the connotation, and which the secondary, will depend upon 
the intention of the speaker; if one intends to speak of the Claas as the 
secondary factor, then ho would speak of the Individual as the primary 
factor.” 

This cannot b(? so ; botwo(in the two (Class and Individual) there could 
be a relation of primary and secondary only if both were denoted by the 
word. But if the Class is really comprehended as denoted by the word, then 
we cannot say that * the Individual also is denoted by the word*. — Why ? — 
Because the Class is permanently related to the Individual ; so that when the 
Class, as the one relative, is cognised, the cognition of the other relative 
( Individual) would naturally follow. . That the Individwil is cognised on the 
utterance of the word is a fact evident- to everyone; but what is not 
evident is the distinction as to whether the cognition of the Individual 
follows directly from the Word itself, or from the Class (which is first dcriot(»d 
by the Word). This can bo ascertained only by induction (by reasoning 
based upon affirmative and negative premises), as follows : -(a) Even without 
the Word being uttered, if one cognises the Class, Ivd necessarily cognises the 
Individual also (affirmative premise) ; (b) oven on the word being uttered, if, 
by reason of some mental derangement, the man fails to cognise the Class, 
then ho fails to cognise the Individual also (negative prernis(j) ; — [and the 
irresistible conclusion from these premises is that it is tlu^ Class that is 
denoted by the Word, and the cognition of the Individual follows only from 
the cognition of the Class.'\ 

“ Well, the moaning of the Word may consist in the Class as qualified 
by the Individual,'' 

In that case, if the Class were cognised as qualified by one Individual^ 
it could not be cognised as qualified by another Individual, 

From all this it follows that the Word is the diretit cause of the 
cognition of the Class, and that the cognition of the Class is the cause of the 
cognition of the Individual, 

“ [We do not deny that the Class is denoted by the wordj, what we 
mean is that it is denoted as the secondary factor (the Individiml being 
denoted as the primary factor).” 

The fact of the Class being the secondary factor does not militate 
against our view ; all that we mean is that in every case the Clasa is 
denoted; whether it is denoted as the secondary or the primary factor 
depends upon the purpose (and intention) of the speaker: if the Class is 
spoken of with a view to itself, then the Class^iH the primary factor; if, 
on the other hand, it is spoken of, not with a yiew to itself, but to some- 
thing else, then it is of course the secondary factor. But the Word has got 
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nothing to do in this matter (of the Class being the primary or the 
secondary factor). 

The Opponent takes tip another position. — “In the case of the word 
‘ ’ (‘ stick-er * the man with the stick ’) we find that the word ‘ dandl ’ 

does not denote the stick, and yet what is comprehended as denoted by the 
word is one qtuilified by the stick'; in the same manner, in the case in 
question also, even though the Class is not denoted by the .Word, yet what 
would be comprehended as (ienoted by the Word would be the Individual 
qualified by the Class 

This is not well said. It is true tJiat the stick is not denoted by the 
word ‘ dan4^ ’ ; but there is no cognition of the dandl, the man with the slick, 
until the slick has been cjognised ; then again, the term ^ danda^ {* slick') 
forms part of th(‘ term * dandl' (‘the man with the stick’), and it is this 
term ‘ danda ’ which has brought about the cognition of the slick ; so that the 
statement remains unchallenged that ‘ the qualified is cognised only on the 
cognition of tJie qualifying factor ’. — But in the case of t he word ‘ go ' 
(‘cow ’), there is no part of the word which would be denotative of the 
Class, and another (part or whole) would bo denotative of the Indioidnal , — 
on the strength of which it could be said that “the class is comprehended 
from that pari of the word, and the whole word ^ go' is not expressive of the 
Class", — Further, in the case of the word ‘dandl', it has been found 
that the w’ord * dandl' (‘man with the stick’) is never used in the sense 
of the stick; in th(' case in question, on the other hand, it is 7iot that 
the w’ord ‘go' is never used in the sense of the Class, It is with a view 
to this that it has been shown above (Text, p. 80, lino 21) that the word 
‘ Shyena ' denotes the Class only. 

Thus then, (a) from affirmative and negative premises, and (6) from 
the fact that the word ‘shyena' is used even wdien there is no connection 
w ith any individual shye7ia , — it follows that the Word is expressive of the 
Class. 

In the case of the word ‘ Vrlhi ' (Corn) also, the word is never found 
to bo used with reference to any individual Vrlhi, without sorrit^ connection 
w ith the Class ‘ V7'lhi ', 

From all this we conclude that the view’ that the Word denotes the 
Class is the most reasonable one. 

SUTRA (34). 

If it is urged — ( a) that “no action would be possible”, — 

(b) THAT “THERE COULD BE NO INJUNCTION OF ‘ANOTHER*”, 

— AND (c) THAT “THERE WOULD BE NO WORDS EXPRESSIVE 
OF QUALITIES AS RESIDING IN SUBSTANCE ”, — [THEN 
THE ANSWER IS AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING 

Sutra.] 

Bhdsya, 

It has been urged above by the Purvapaksin — (a) that “there would 
be no action consequent upon the injunction ‘ sprinkle water on Vrlhi ’ ” 
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{Sutra 30), — (b) that “ there would bo no word expressive of qualities as 
subsisting in substances ” as we find in the texts ‘ Six cows are to be 
given, etc.’^ — (Sutra 31), — and (c) that “there would bo no injunction of 
‘ another’, — as we find in tho texts, ‘ another animal of the same colour, etc.’ 
(Sutra 32) ’’.—All this has got to bo answered. \ And this is what is going to 
be done in tho following Sutra], 

SUTRA (35). 

As WORDS DENOTK CLASSES [AND THROUGH THESR, ALSO INDIVIDUALS] 
THERE WOULD BE NO DISSOCIATION (OF INDIVIDUALS FROM 

AcrnoNs). 

Bhasya, 

(rx) Inasmuch as the Word denotes the Class, tho acjtion would pertain 
to that Individual which is related to that Class; for instance, in the case 
of the sentence ‘sprinkles water on what is enjoined as to be done 

is the sprinklinq with water ^ of a certain substance; — over which sub- 
stance ? — over that substance which is conducive to th(? accomplishmtmt 
of the sacrifice; because' the sprinkliruj is for tho purpose of bringing about a 
transcendental result. The sprinklituj could not bo enjoined as to bo done 
over th(' Class, because no sprinkling of a Class would b(' possible. So what 
happens in this case is that tho word ‘ Vrihi\ which is rc*ally expressive of 
the Class, is used for the purpose of (pialifying (indicating) thc» receptacle 
of tho action of sprinklimj vnteri an<l the word will naturally denote the 
Class, and this Class, on being cognised, would qualify (a.nd indicate) 
the receptacle of the action of sprinkling water, ’^Phus there would be 
nothing incongruous in regarding tho Word as denoting the Class. 

(b) Similarly in the case of the text ‘Six cows are to be given as tho 
sacrificial fee ’, what it is intended to be declared is tlie number of that sub- 
stance which is to bo given as the sacrificial fee, and the word ‘cows’, as 
denoting the Class, serves to f{ualify (and indicate) that subsfanre, 

(c) Lastly, in the case of the injunction of ‘another animal’, what is 
meant to bo spoken of as ‘ another ’ is tho substitute for wliat has been lost, 
and hence the word ‘animal ’, which denotes the Class, servf's to qualif}^ (and 
indicate) by that Class, the said substitute. 

Thus it is established that all such words as ‘ cow ’, * horse ’ and 
the like are denotative^ of the Class, 


Thus ends Pdda Hi — the Smrtlpuda — of Adhydya I, 



ADHYAYA I. 

PA DA IV. 

Treating of the Names of Sacrifices, 

ADHlKARAiiTA (1) : Words like ^Udbhid^ are names of 

sacrifices. 

SUTRA (1). 

IPCbvapaksa] — “It has been explained that the Veda serves 

THE PURPOSE OF ACTIONS*, THEREFORE THE WHOLE (V'^EDA) 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SERVIN(; THAT PURPOSE.” 

Bhnsya, 

[It has been estaljlishcd that the Veda is the? only means of knowinji; Dharma ; 
that is, the knowledge of what wo ought to do can bo obtained only from the Ve<Uc 
texts. Of Vedic texts, there are several kinds (a) there is one which directly 
enjoins the act to bo done or forbids the act to be avoided ; — (6) there is the decla- 
matory (commendatory or condemnatory) declaration, which has been shown to be 
useful in helping us to obtain a knowledge of our duty by commending the act 
enjoined or eundenming the act forbidden, and thereby prompting us to 
activity (c) then there are the Mantrofi (Invocations), which have been sliown to 
serve tVie purpose of indicating certain details of the act that has been enjoined ; — 
(d) in addition to those we find in the Veda certain words and phrases the exact 
purpose and moaning of which are not so clear a,s those of the texts dealt with under 
the ab<ivo three heads. For instance, there is the text *Udhkida yajtht' •, the 
meaning of this sentence is not clear; as the exact signification of the term 
‘ Udbhid' is doubtful.— I'hc ])icsent Pada is going to deal with texts of this latter 
kind.] 

We meet with such Vedic texts as — HJdbhlda yajeta\ ‘one should 
sacrifice with the Udbhid' (Tandya-Brahmana 19. 7. 2); * Balabhidu yajefa,' 
(Ibid. 19. 7. 1): * Abhijitd yajeta', ‘ Vishmjitd yajela\ — In regard to these 
there arises ilie question — Are these terms, ‘ Udbhid \ (‘ Balahkid \ * Abhijit ’, 
and ‘ Vishvajit') meant to enjoin certain sacrificial accessories ? Or are they 
the names of certain sacrifices “ Why should such a question arise at all ? ” 

^Because from the sentence as it stands, both the meanings are deducible ; 

from the syntax of the sentence, the term ‘ Udbhidd' (‘with the Udbhid') is 
related to the verb * YajeUi' (‘should sacrifice’); now this syntactical 
connection between tlie two w^ords may bo either appositionah—thQ meaning 
being that ‘one should sacrilice with the sacrifice named Udbhid', — or 
n(m-appositiomly—t\\e meaning being that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice 
with the Udbhid as the substance offered ’ .—The sentence thus admitting 
of both these constructions, there naturally arises a doubt (as to which is the 
correct interpretation). t 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ It has already 
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been explained by us that the Veda serves the purpose of actions ; one part of it 
consists of VUlhij Injunction^ which makes known things not already 
known; o.g. * Somena yajeta^ (‘One should sacrifice with the Soma’); — (b) 
another part of it consists of the Arthavdda, Declamatory Passage, which 
eulogises and commends the Injunction; e.g. ‘ Vayu is the of test deity’ 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 1. 1) ; — (c) another part is Mantra, the In vocational 
Passage, which indicates (brings to mind) the enjoined thing at the 
time of the performance; o.g. * Varhirdeinsadanan dami\ (‘I am lopping 
grass, the seat of the gods’ — ^Maltra. Sam. 1. 1. 2. 1), and so forth. — 
From this it follows tliat the terms in question — ‘ Udhhid^ and the rest — 
should serve one of these three purposes. But they cannot be Arthavd- 
das, because an ArtJuivdda always appears as a supplement to something that 
has been enjoined. — Nor can they be iMantras, as there is no such thing to bc» 
indicated (at the time of performance) as is spoken of in the words imdc^r 
consideration. — The only possible alternative l(5ft by elimination thus is 
that the words be taken as injunction of accessories : i.e. what is enjoined 
(by the word ^ Udbhidd^) is that ‘the sacrifice is to be performed with 
IJdbhid as an accessory (i.e. substance of offering)’ ; and the reasons for tln^ 
acceptance of this alternative are — (a) that it is in keeping with a well-recog- 
nised fact, (b) that the injunction of accessories serves a distinctly useful 
purpose, and (c) that it serves to prompt men to the particular course of 
action. [It also fulfils tlie condition of Injunctions, in that it makes known 
something not already known, as] the fa»ct of the Udbhid being of use in a 
sacrifice is not known among people; nor has it been declared in the Veda 
(anywhere else). — Hence the texts in questions must be injunctions of 
accessories. -An objection may be raised — ‘If the sentence in question 
is the injunction of an accessory, then there is no injunction of the action 
(of sacrificing) itself (whereat the acces.sory could bo used) ; and so long as tJie 
action itself is not enjoined, any injunction of accessories for that action 
would be entirely useless.’ — Our answer to this is that it is not so; the 
injunction of the accessory (by the sentence in question) would be useful, 
in so far as it would be enjoining the particular accessory for t he Primary 
Sacrifice Jyotistoma (which is the archetype of all AS*o/m -sacrifices). If tlie 
word in question (‘ Udbhid^) were only the name of thi^ sacrifice^ then 
* Udbhidd yajeta' (‘should offer the C7d6AM/-sacrifice ’ ) would be synony- 
mous with ‘ Yajeta ’ (‘ .should sacrifice ’) ; [as Udbhid would be only the name 
of the sacrifice] ; so that the presence of the word ^Udbhidd ’ in the sentence 
would make no difference in the activity prompted by the injunction. If, 
on the other hand, the word is taken as enjoining an accessory, then through 
the addition of this acce.ssory, the words ^Udbhid' and the like would 
be providing additional information and thus serve a distinctly useful 
purpose. — From all this it follows that all these words are injunctions of 
acces.sorie.s.” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa wo have the following Siddhdnta — 
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SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, that term must be a Name 
‘ WHICH, at first, appears AS NEW * [OU, ‘ OF THAT 
SACRIFICE WHICH BRIN(LS ABOUT AN Apvrva, A 
TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT ’], — BECAUSE IT CANNOT 
BE INJUNCTIVE (OF ANYTHING). 

Bhnsya. 

The phrase *api vd ‘ in reality \ rejects the a]>ove Purvajiakaa, 

The term must be a name — wo declare; — because it is only thus that 
the term would enjoin something not already enjoined, — i.e. a sacrilice 
other than the Jyoiistoma ; — and the Vedic text also would directly mention 
a sacrifice. Otherwise, (i.e. if the term were not a name, but an injunction 
of accessories), the text speaking of the * UdbhUl' and other things would 
indirectly indicate tlmt act at which the Udbhid is used, the meaning of the 
sentence ‘ Udhhutd yajetu^ being that ‘one should bring about (the result) 
by means of that sacrifice at which th(^ Udbhid is used ’ ; — that ‘ one should 
bring about the result by means of the sacrifice ’ is what is meant by the term 
‘ should sacrifice ’ (‘ Yajeta ^); — ‘ Yaga, * ‘ the sacrifice,’ is an instrument ; — the 
Udbhid also is an instrument, as it is spoken of by means of a word with the 
instrumental ending Udbhidd^), Thus then, if we construe ^ Udbhid d 
yajeta ’ as ‘ Udbhidd ydgena kurydt ’, and take the term ‘ Udbhid ’ occurring 
in the term * Udbhidd' with the Instrumental ending, as the name of the 
sacrifice. Yaga, which is expressed by the term ‘ Ydgena', which also has the 
instrumental ending, — then the co-ordination between the two terms (‘ Ud- 
bhidd ' and ‘ Ydgena') becomes quite logical. On the other hand, if the term 
‘ Udbhid' were taken as denoting a substance (to b(*. used at tlie sacrifice), 
then the requisites co-ordination (between ‘ Udbhidd' and ‘ Ydgena') would 
be possible only by having recourse to possessive indication (in the term 
‘ Udbhidd', taking it as equivalent to ‘ Udbhidvatd', ‘ one that possesses, i.e. 
uses, the Udbhid'). — -And certainly when there is a doubt as to the accept- 
ability of direct assertion and indirect hidication, it is direct assertion that is 
more acceptable. — From all this it follows that the term ^Udbhid' is th(^ 
name of a sacrifice. 

Says the Opponent — “ In that case, the well-known fact of the term 

* Udbhid ' denoting a substance would bo ignored and the entirely unknown 
fact of the word denoting an action (i.e. sacrifice) would be assumed 

The answer to this is that the fact of the term ‘ udbhid ' being the name 
of an action is deduced from the force of the Instrumental ending in ‘ Udbhidd ’ 
— “ How ? ” — The Instrumental ending is added to only such noun-bases 
as denote an Instrmnent, and in the sentence in question it is the ‘ Yaga 
Sacrifice, that is the instrument; consequently we infer that the word 

* udbhidd \ with the instrumental ending, being in the same case as 
‘ ydgena', the term ‘ udbhid^' must denote the sacrifice. 

Says the Opponent : — “ This is not right. It could be as explained only 
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if the presence of the Instrumental ending had enabled the term ‘ tidbhid ’ to 
bring about the notion of (i.e. to denote) the sacrifice; — as a matter of 
fact, however, no such notion of the sacrifice arises out of the word 
‘ udbhid ’ ; — hence wliat has been asserted is not right. — It might be argued 
that — ‘ The Instrumental ending would be inexplicable except on the basis 
of the explanation just provided’. — Let it bo inexplicable; when, as a 
matter of fact, the sacrifice is not understood to bo denoted by the term 
*udbhki\ this term cannot bo regarded as expressive of it (simply for 
making the Instrument al ending explicable). — For theso reasons, the words 
in question {* udbhid,* etc.), must be taken as Injunctive of accessories, — It 
miglit be urged that * this involves recourse to indirect indicMion\ — But it is 
better to assume an indirect indication than to assume the denotation of 
the sacrifice (by a word that dot^s not denote it). Because recourse to indirect 
indication is an ordinary every-day process, while the assuming of an 
entirelx' unknow n thing is sheer perversity. — Further, if the text ‘ Udbhidd 
yajeta ’ enjoins the name, it cannot enjoin the sacrifice ; and if it enjoins the 
sacrifice, then it cannot enjoin the mnne; if it enjoins both, then thcTe 
is syntactical split.'’ 

Th^ answer to this is as follows : — ^Thc Name is not enjoined by the 
text in question; what we mean is tliat the word *ndhhidd^ contains a 
reference (by name) to the sacrifice. — “But w’here is tliat sacrifice enjoined, 
(to whicli reference is made in the term * udbhidd ^ )V — Our answer to this 
is that tlie term *udbhid’’ denotes the ac< of sacrifice through fhe force of 
its constituents, * ut' and the root *hhid\ which together express nmnifest, 
bring about ; so that the particular sacrifice is referred to as ‘ udbhid ’ in tlio 
sense that it manifests, brings about, ‘cattle’ (the declared result of the 
sacrifice). Thus it is that this particular sacrifice is named ‘ udbhid \ 

Similarly, the .^16/j//i^-sacrifice is so called in the sense that it brings 
about straight victory, — The F/Af^tY^yv^-sacrilice is so called in the sense that 
it brings about conquest of the world. And so in the case of other names 
of sficrifices. — For these reasons wo conclude that all these words are names 
of so many sacrifices. 

As regards the argument iu*ged by the Furvapaksin to the effect that — 
“ If taken as a name, the w ord would not lead to any sj^ecial activity on the 
part of the agent, and hence it would bo useless”, — the name also would be 
useful, inasmuch as it would serve to connect the sacrifice with particular 
accessories and results; (for instance, the sacrifice having been enjoined 
in some other text, the text ‘ udbhidd yajeta pashukdnuth ’ serves to coimect 
that sacrifice, here referred to by the name * udbhid \ with the particular 
result in the shape of Cattle ; similarly in other cases, the text may servo 
the purpose of connecting the sacrifice with a particular accessory in the 
shape of substance or deity, etc.]. 

From all this it becomes established that words like those under dis- 
cussion are names of sacrifices. 

[Kumarila has not accepted this interpretation of Sutras 1 and 2 as embodying 
the single adhikarana that words like * udbhid ’ are names of sacrifices. — According 
to him Siitra (1) contains nothing that cannot be ^cepted by the Siddhantin, 
and therefore it need not be taken as a Puruapakm sutra. By his interpretation 
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Sutra (I) embodies the Adhikarana leading to the convliisioii that words like 
* udbhid ' also are means of knowing Dharma ; and Sutra (2) embodies another 
adhikarana leading to the conclusion that the said terms are names of sacrifices. 
The Piirvapakm of both these Adhikaranaa is, in this int6rj)retation, to be supplied 
from outside the Sutras,] 



ADiiiKARAii^A (2): Words like ‘Chitra’ are names of 

sacrifices. 

8UTRA (3). 

[Siddjianta] — That word wherein there would be an injunction 
OF AN A(t:;kssory detail must be related to the principal 

FACTOR. 

Bhasya. 

[The foregoing:; Adhikarana has dealt with siieh words as have no cuininonly 
recognised meaning, and whose meaning hail, in every case, to he doiliiccd from the:r 
etymology. 'I'lie present Adhikarana deals with such words as have? common well- 
recognisod meanings of their own.J 

The text.s to be dealt with here arc — («) * Chitrayd yajeta pnshukdmah'' 
{Taittirlya-SaihhiUl 2. 4. B. 1), — (6) ‘ Trlvrt hnhlh pavnmnnam' {Tandyn-Brah- 
fnarui20. 1. 2), — (c) * Panchmiashdnydjydni^ {Tdndya-Hrdhtmtmt 19. 11. 2], — 
(f/) * Saptmluslm prsthunP {Tdndya-Brdh?ftanci 19. 1. 2). 

The question in regard to these is — Are the words (rr) *(ynfrd\ (b) 
* Pavamdna\ (c) * Ajya\ and (d) * PTHth/a"* — injunetive of accessories, or 
names of sacrifices ? 

The Purvnpakm on this question is as follows: — “These words must he 
taken n.s injunctive of accessories, - (a) because such is their well-recognisiHl 
meaning, (ft) because it. is only in that sense that they could starve* a iisehd 
purpose, and (c) because it is only in that sense tViat llu\v woidd Ic'ad to 
a particular kind of activity. These words are not known as dt'noting any 
acts (sacrifices) ; nor liav'e tliev any etymological meaning ; they are 
ordinary common nouns (denoting classes). Kor instance, the word ‘ Phdrd » 
is an adjective, (expressing quality; the sentience * Chitrayd is .i 

reference to a sacrifice, arid not the injunction of the sacrificf*, as tiue sacri- 
fice is one already known ; in fact, what th(e scentence^ is meant tn expicss 
is the fact of a particidar result (acquisition of cattle) following from 
certain accessory details in ivlation tn the sacrifice ; a.nd hienct* it is not lueces- 
sary for this sentenijc itself to enjoin the sncrijlcp. -Similarly also in th<‘ 
case of tlu? sent(?nces * Pane fmd a shdni djydni' and ' Saptadatthdni yrnthdui \ 
— Nor is it ncc(?ssary to have? r(‘cours(e to indirect indic^ation, (ev'cn when 
the words are taken as injunctive of accessories. H(ence thie words must 
b(^ takem as injunctive of accessories.’' 

Tn answer to the above Puri^pnkm, we have the following Siddhdnla: — 
TIuit word — in regard to which there is a doubt as to whcth(?r it is injunctwe 
of accessories or a Name — wherein wouM he enjoined another accessory detail. 
— must be related to the principal factor, i.e. the action. — '^Fhat is to say, 
such a word must be taken as the Name of an action (sacrifice). — ff it were 
taken as injunctive of fin accessory, then there would be syntactical .split. 
P’or instance, (in the case of the text ‘ Chitrayfl yajeta pashnkdnmh ' if the 
word ‘ Chitrayd. ’ were taken as injunctive of an accessory, the meaning of the 
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whole sentence would have to bo that) there being a possibility of a 
male animal being used, ( 1 ) ‘ the animal that is used (2) should be a fenmle 
one, (3) with the additional qualification of being of variegated colour, and 
(4) from using such an animal at the sacrifice, cattle will follow as 
the result’. — Certainly no single sentence c;an enjoin so many things. Thus 
then, [it being possible to enjoin only one thing at a time], if the mriegated 
colour W'ere enjoined, it could be enjoined (or yjrcdicatod) only in reference 
to the fenmle animal (which will have to be already enjoined elsewhere, 
in order to bt? able to be referred to lien^) ; — as a matter of fact however, no 
female animal could be enjoined either in references to the Agnisomlya 
(animal dedicated to Agni-Soma), or in reference to the denire for cattle ; nor 
could this latter bo enjoined in reference to the animal dedicated to Agtti- 
Sorrm, 

Similarly in the ease of the text ^ Panelmdashani djijdni hlmvantl \ what 
is meant is that tlxj number fifteen pertains to the ^ Ajyas\ Now, until the 
* Ajyas'^ have been (snjoined, they cannot be used in connec.tion with tlu» 
Stolra-Clmnls ; — but then^ is no other text injunctive of the Ajyas ; — hence 
the text in question (according to the Purvapaksa) would have* to caijoin 
tJie Ajyas, and to (*njoin also the number fifteen in I'egard to fhe Ajyas thus 
(snjoined ; and a eoiineetion between these twi) — the * Ajyas' and the 
< number fifteen' is (slearly recognised (in the text under consideration) ; but 
the connection of the ^ Ajyas' with the Stotra-chant has been hitherto 
unknown; -so also the connection between the Ajyas and the number 
fifteen has bt*en unknown (apart from the ti^xt under consideration) ; 
and yet it is impossible for both these connections to be enjoined (and 
])redieatod) by the single sentemee Paiiclmd a shan't djydni bharanfi ' On 
the other hand, if ^ Ajya' is taken as the name (of an act), then' is no such 
incongruity (of double predication); as in that case the only connection to 
be predicated is that M'ith the number (fifteen).— Further, the idea that 
"" Ajyas are Stotra-cimnts' could be obtained from tia* text under consid(*ra.- 
tion, only by n^course fo indirect indication. — From all this it follows that 
words liko‘u/<ya’ are names of a-ctions (chants) these actions being en joint'd 
by other texts such as * Ajyaih stumte' (‘pray with the Ajyas'), ‘ Prsthaih 
stuvate ’ (‘ Pray with the Prsthas ’). 

As regards the argument that “ no sucJi itame of action is 

known (as ^ djya' or ^ Prst ha')", -our answer is that the particular chants 
would be named "djyas', through tht* etymological signification of this word 
which signifies ‘going to the battle’ (dji-gamana), — “What would be this 
going to battle (in regard to th(^ chants) ? ” — The explanation is supplied by the 
subsequent Artimvdda passage, which tloclares that ‘ The ^y/ya-chants are so 
called b(x;ause the deities went to battle after reciting these chants — Similarly 
the * Prat ha clmnts' are so called because they speak of touching (sparsha), 
[the Rathuntura-sdma is described as having come out of the water touched 
by VayuJ. — Similarly also the Bahispainirndmi chant is so called b(‘cause its 
mantra-texts are expressive of the Pammdna, and because it has some con- 
nection with the o^dside {bahih),—-A particular sacrifice' is named ^chitrd' 
(lit. multi-coloured), becaus^ several kinds of substances are used thereat, 
such as ‘ curds, honey, milk, clarified butter, fried grains, rice and water'. 
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From all this it follows that all such words (as *chitrd') arc names oi 
actions. 

Question : — “ Wiiy cannot the text ‘ Panchatiashdni djydni bhavanti ’ be 
taken as enjoining the Ajyas qualified by the number Fifteen with reference to 
the act of chanting [thereby avoiding a syntactical split] ? ” 

Answer : — For the simple reason that in the text there is no word ex- 
pressive of the qualified Ajyas, 

“But there are the two words ^ pahchadashdni ' and ^ djydni \ which 
together express the Ajyas qualified by the number Fifteen, and it would be 
these that the text would enjoin with reference to the N/o^m-chants.” 

Both these words cannot be injunctive; only one can be injunctive 
(predicative) and the other must be the s-ubjecl (of the proposition); if both 
were predicative, then they could not be related to one another ; if neither 
of them were injunctive, then there could he nothing to enjoin (or predicate) 
connection with the Stotra-chanL Nor will it be possible to take one of the 
two words (^djydni') as the subject in reference to the (qualification (num- 
ber ‘ fifteen ’) and as injunctive (predicative) in reference to the Stotra-chant ; 
as such a construction would involve two distinct sentences. Hence the 
answer proposed is no answer to the Siddhdnta, 



ADHTKALVAiyA (3) : Words like ‘ Agnihotra^ are names of 
A ctions ( Tatprakhyanyaya ) . 

SUTRA (4). 

ISiddhantaJ — There is another text ixjijn(vitve of that 

ACOKSSOBY. 

Bhasya, 

[Adhikarana (1) has dealt with words whoso etyrnoloitif^al sigiiifioation pointed 
to the sacrificial accessory only indirectly; *wibhida' tor instance, harl to he taken 
>)y the Purvapaksin as ‘ wlbhidvata ’ before it could be construe* I as laying down the 
offering-material; and it was this necessity of having recourse to indirect possessive 
indication that was found to be the weak point in the PiirtJapakm. The present 
Adhikarana is going to deal with those words whose direct signification itself points 
to a sacrificial accessory and no recourse to indirect indication is necessary.] 

W(^ irioet with such N'^cdic texts as — (a) ^ A(fnihotram juhoti svnrqakmnnh 
(TaiUiriyn-SamhitdA. 5. 9), (b) ^ Aghdranidf/h/irnyatA (Taitti. Sam. b. 3. 7. 3 ; 
Taittirlya-Brdhmcimi 3. 3. 7). — fn regard to those there arises the following 
question- Are the terms * affnihotra* and UlyfiTtm^ injunctive of accessories, 
or YUtmea of actions ? 

On this question wo have the following — “(r/) The term 

* fiijnihofra' (taken as a Bahaoriht compound) signifies ‘that in which the 
libation is offered to AgnP ; (6) and the phrase ^ nghfirmrulghdrayatV signifies 
that ‘one pours tlio Agfmra, i.e. a fluid suhsImiceA^ such as Clarified Ihitter. 
13y accepting these significations, we accept the well -recognised meanings of 
the terms. And with these significations, (a) the term * agniholm' is in- 
juncthm of the accessory (Deity, Agni) of the Darvihonm offering, and (6) the 
term ‘ dghdra ’ is mjunctive of the accessory (offering material, a fluid substance) 
of the Updfhshuydja-ojfering -and in this manner, both these terms servo 
a distinctly usefid purpose and are also conducive to particidar forms of 
activity (on the part of the performers).- -Nor does the view that these 
terms are injunctive of accessories involve any necessity for having recourse 
to indirect indication, as was found necessary in the case of the sentence 

* wIbhiM ynjela. ’ [under Adhikarana (1)] ; because (a) in the cas(» of the term 
*agnihotra\ tlu^ injunction of the accessory (Deity) is got at from the com- 
pound itself, and (6) in the ease of the term ‘dghura\ the injunction of the 
accessory (maft^rial) is got at directly (from the accusative ending in 

* dgh/iram' ) ; just as in the cji.se of the sentence ^dgJulram nirmirUiyniV (‘pre- 
pares the fluid suhstanc.e ’). — From all this it follows that the two terms are 
injunctive of accessories.” 

Tn answer to the above Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
There is another text injunctive of that accessory, (Su.) — That is to say, the 
two accessories that might l^e suspected of being enjoined by tlio two terms 
under discussion are such as have been already learnt from other texts. 
For instance, (a) the deity, {Agni, for the Darvihoma) is already enjoined in 
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the text ‘ Yadaynaye dm 'f)rajnpataye eha sdyam juhotV ((^f* Maitr». Sam. 
1. 8. 7); and (6) the material (Clarified Hutter) for the AgMra also is 
already i^njoiiied in the text ‘ Chalurgrhltam vd etndahhut tasydghdramd- 
yfhdryd' (where ' chaiuryrhltmn^ stands for Clarified Butter taken up in the 
Snim four times). — An Injunction is a real injunction only w^hen it makes 
known something not already known; — in the present instance, we find 
that the two accessories hav<^ been already enjoined by other texts;- 
hence it follows thixt the words in (piestion cannot be injunctive of thfvse 
accessories.- “On the other hand, it is quite possible for the two terms 
to be uanie^^ oi actions: (a) * Aynihotra^ being that act in which the libation 
(hotrn) is offered to Ayni (aynaye), and (6) ^ Ayhdra' is well-known as signi- 
fying the act of pouring a long Htream, Thus both the tt'rms are names 
of actions, — As regards the argument that “ the w^oll-knowm meaning of the 
terms is preserved if they are taken as injunctive of materials this has 
been already answ’ered (under sutras 1, 2 and 3), 

■In answer to the Siddhdnta argument that Ayni having been already' 
enjoined by another text as the deity of the Darvihoma, then^ w^oulil be a 
superfluity if the term agnihotra' also were taken as injunctive of the same] 
the Purvapaksin says that — “ the injunction of Agni over again as the deity 
of Parrihoma would serve the useful purpose of precluding tlie possibility of 
Prajdpati being regarded as the deity of that offering.” 

Our answer to this is that that cannot be; the text in i|uestion (‘ Ayni- 
hot mm juhuydt') is capable of enjoining Agni^ it is not capable of [>re- 
cluding Prajapati ; specially as if Prajapati were pn^cluded, then the (‘iijoiTiing 
of that Deity (by another text) would be entirclN' futile, -wlicm Prajilpati is 
understood (from a certain text) to be the deit\^ (of a certain offering); and 
what is so understood cannot be regarded as false (or w'rong, w'hieh is what 
the alleged precluding would mean). Hence wduit the Purvapaksi^i says 
does not in(*et our argument at all. 

■The Purvapak.sin next urges an objection against the SiddhdnUt view' 
regarding the tt^rin ^ dghfira ’ })cing the name of an act] — “(tt) The sentence 
dgh drama gh-drayati' is the injunction of a material \ — (h) accorfling to the 
rule * y a 1st a dmvynm chilclrsyate, etc.,,' (Su. 2. 1. 8), an act which tends to 
bring about a material is an Accessary \ (c.) by tlu‘ atjt of Pouring lu'rein 

enjoined, the material {Aghdra) is brought about ; \d) being thus poured outy 

the said material accomplishes the sacrifice; — such Ix'ing the ca.se, w’hat 
is that principal act of which '' AghdraA would lx* the ruame (tlH» Pouring out 
having be(*n found to be only an Auxiliary or Accessoryj. ?” 

Answer : — This ‘ dgluirana \ Pouring out, itself is th(‘ principal act. 

Objection : — “But then* is neither a material nor a deity for any such 
act (and in connection w’ith (^very Principal Act, there .should be a material 
and a Deity).” 

Answer :~-\Vc say that there are both; from the text Tasydghdrti- 
mdghdryd\ it is clear tliat Clarified Butter is the mat(‘rial used at the 
offering; arul the Deity is indicated by the words of the Mantra ^ fndra 
urdhvoddhara — itydghdramdghdryate^ (cf. Shata. Bra. 1. 5. 1. 4; Taitti. Bra. 
3. 3. 7. 7 ; for Mantra, see Mndh. Sam, 2. 8 and 'i'aittiriya-Samhitd 1. 1. 12); 
— a mantm which sp(‘aks of an act, or of th(» means of accomplishing the act, 
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becomes an integral part of that act ; — and the rmnlra just quoted is found 
capable of speaking of the deity Iwlm ; — so that, if this Indra were a means 
of accomplishing that act (of pouring out ), the said rnantrn could be used in 
that act of Pouring out\ and this Indra being the required deity [and 
Clarified Butter the required material], the act of Pouring Out is one with a 
definite deity and a di^finite material ; hence it is an act of ‘ stwrifice ’ ; and 
it is of this sacrifice that ‘ AglUira ’ is the name. 



Adhtkarana (4) : Words like ‘ S h y e n a ' are names of 
Sacrifices : Tadvyapadeshanyaya, 

vSUTRA (5). 

fSlDDHANTAl -That also (should be takkn as the name of 
AN A(5TI0N) which is SPOKEN OF (AS SIMILAR TO 
SOMETHINO WELL- KNOWN ) . 

Bhasya, 

[Adhikarana ( I ) has dealt with worfis like * wlhhiri which are taken in their 
etymological sense both in the Purvapakpa and the Siddhanta ; in the case of the 
word ‘ Shyena ’ dealt with in the present Adhikarana, in the Siddimnta view it would 
have to bo taken in its etymological sense, while in the Ptirvapnk^ay it is taken in its 
ordinary popular sense. Then again, Adhikarayia (2) has dealt with those words 
which, though being taken directly as injunctive of accessories, give rise, if so 
taken, to unnecessary syntactical splits ; while the present Adhikarana takes up the 
case of those words whose direct signification points to things that can bo used 
as materials for offering, etc., and which, when taken in this sense, <lo not occasion 
any syntactical split.] 

We meet with such Vedic toxt.s as — (a) * Afhatsrt shyenendhlhiclmran 
ytijeta, (see Sadviihsha-Bra. 3. 8. 1), {h) ^Athuisa sandathshenAhhicluinin yajef^a , 
(c) * Athnisa yaiHlhhirfmran yajefu*—T}io (jiiostioii that ai’ises in eonneetioii 
with these is — aro the words (a) ^ shyenn^, {b) * ftrindaniff/tu and ytvuh 
injunctive of accessories or names of acts ? 

The Purvapaksii, as in the case of tlie word ‘ ifdhh(d \ is based upon the 
well-known meanings of the words; the only difference betwn'cn the two 
cases being, that while the word ‘ tidbhidA (being derived from a verbal root 
and hence) expre.ssive of actions, is capable of indicating the sacrifice?, the 
words being considered now are nouns expressive of classes Ofid hence 
unable to indicate the sacrifice. The Purvapaksa view is that words like 
‘ Shyena ’ are injunctive of acces.sories. 

The Siddhdnta, in answer to this Purvapaksa is as follows:- -TJuit also 
should be taken as the name of an action which is spoken of as similar to some- 
thing well-known ; — i.e. that which is spoken of as similar to the well-known, 
{a) bird, kite f (6) pincers and (c) cow^ is the narno of an action ; because in 
support of its being a name, wo have the direct assertion (of the Shruti text 
whicli speaks of the act as similar to the Kite), while it is only through indi- 
roct indication that it could bo taken as injunctive of accessories. — As for the 
argument tliat “ these words are common nouns (expressive of classes) 
and cannot indicate the sacrifice ”, — they can certainly indicate the sacrifice 
through the mention of similarity (in Vedic texts); for instance, wo find 
the similarity mentioned in the text — * Just as the kite falls upon and 
seizes its prey, in the same manner does one fall* upon and seize his enemy 
against whom one sacrifices with the Shyena' (Sadviihsha-Bra. 3. 8. 3); 
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whicli shows that through the .similarity of the act of ‘ falling upon and 
.seizing’, the term ‘ shyena ’ bocome.s applicable to tlio sacrifice; just as the 
term ‘lion* becomes applicable to Deisidattn (through the similarity of 
such qualities as courage, nobility and so fori h).— Hence the tenn 
‘ ahyemi ’ should be taken as the name of a sacrilitre. — (h) In regard to the 
* aamlamaha^ also, there is the similarity expressed in the words ‘Just as 
by means of the pincer one picks up something that cannot be picked 
up, etc. ’ ; — and (c) in regard to the ‘ go ’ the similarity is ‘ just as the cow 
preserves, etc.’ Hence the terms ^ sandamsha'' ami ‘ r/o ’ also should be 
taken as names of sacrifices. 



Adhikaraisj A (5) : fV ords like ‘vajapeya’ are names 

of sacrifices. 

SUTUA (6). 

I PCTKyAPAKf^A] — “ In the (Ase of (what appears to be) a Name, — 

INASMUCH AS THERE IS DIRECT MENTION OF AN ACCESSORY, 

IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION (OF THAT AC- 
(5ESSORY) ”, — IF THIS IS UIUIED (THEN THE ANSWER 
IS AS FOLLOWS IN THE NEKT SUTRA). 

Bhasya. 

[What is said in this Adhikarana applies to all those cases where words appear 
to be names of sacrifices ; hence it is applicable also to the case of * iidbhid ’ and 
other words already dealt with. And yet the Bhaeya has cited in particular the case 
of the term * rajapp/ya ’ only with a view to discuss and ascertain the exact moaning 
of the text ‘ VajapPyetia srarfijyakamo yajPla *, and also because in regard to thi.s 
term and passage, there is available the additional argument sot forth under Sfltm 

T.l 

We find the text * V<li(tpeyena smrajyakdmo yajetri* (seeTaitti. Bra. 1. 3* 
6. 9). In regard to tla^ term ‘ r(ljupe}fa \ there arises tlie (piestiou as to its 
being iiijunetive of an accessory or a Nanu*. 

Says the Purmjmksin — “If such is the question, then there can be no 
(piestion or doubt at all on the point, sinc(^ it is clearly seen that it is injunc- 
tive of an accessory; as a matter of fac!t we find an accessor\' directly men- 
tioned [in the word ^ vdjajwya'. which means ‘that at which m;Vi Xi^peya^- 
where tlie material mja, food qrahis, is distiiudly mentioned] ; and when 
that acces.sory is duly recrogiiised, it cannot be said that it is not (e.x- 
pressed) there. — llcnc(? the name ‘ rdjapeya ’ must be taken as injunctive of 
an accessory.’’ 


SUTRA (7). 

[SiddhantaJ -That cannot be; as two actions woi i.d become 

IDENTICAL. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been asserted in the !*iirvfipnk8n cannot be right; as, in that 
case, the two ads — of Vdjnpeya and of Darshapurmitruisa — would become 
Identical: as both would have exactly the same detailed procedure as that 
whhdi has been laid down in connect ion with the Darslmpurwim/isa ; and the 
r(\sult of this would be that the Dikads and the Upasads would disappear 
from the Vdjnpeya, in connection with which they have been specially pres- 
cribed in such texts as — ‘ In the Vdjnpeya there are seventeen Dik8ds\ ‘In 
the Vdjnpeya, then' are seventeen Upa8ad8^. * 

Or, the meaning of the Sutra may be that if the word ‘ Vdjapeya ’ were- 
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injunctive of an accessory, then the Vdjapeya sa<;rifico would be idenlioat 
with the Jyolfatorrui sacrifice, — thus alone would the presence of the Dlksdn 
and the U pa sad s be pf)ssible. 

From all this it follows that the term ‘ Vajapeya ’ is the name of a sacri- 
fice. 

[Jf the word * Vujapiiya ’ signified and enjoined h material, the only material it 
could signify would be the Vaja which is a preparation of flour, sugar and some other 
ingredients ; and tho sacrifice at which such a material would be used would become 
an iHi, as at an iHi alone is a food- grain -offering made ; and as tho archetype of all 
iHis is the Darahapurnamasa, it would be the procedure of this latter that would be 
adopted at the sacrifice at which Vaja would be offered ; whereas as a matter of fact,, 
the procedure actually followed at tho Vajapeya sacrifice is that of the JyotiPtpma 
sacrifice, as is clear from the fact that the Dikms and Upaaada have been specially 
enjoined for the Vajapeya and those Dikmso,iid (ipasofis form part of the procedure 
of the J yotiatoma, not of the DaraJiapurnamasa -Tantravartika,\ 

What we have said so far in answer to the Purvapaksa is only an (infer- 
ential) argiiin(‘nt against it ; tho real SiddhdnUi position is as set forth in the 
following Sutnt. 

SUTRA (8). 

A STNiSLK WOKI) TTAV^K (iTS OWN AS WELL AS) AN EXTKA- 

NEOUS SKJNTFlCATION. 

lihdsya. 

If the word * mjaptiya' were injunctive* f>f an accessory, then the single 
word ‘ yajefn ’ would have its own as well ns an extraneous siyniflvalion ; and 
this would b(' an incongruity. That is to say, tlie intrinsic signification of the 
t<*xt ^ (ivljapeyena) svdrfijyakdmo yajeta"* is that it enjoins a sacrifice for the 
person d(*siring ‘world -wide sov’oreignty ftht* term svdrdjya^ has this 
technical signification attached to it in Aitn. lira. 8. 14] — and that being so, 
the same word * yajela' could not have the extraneous siguificat ion whereby 
it could be only referriny to the sacrifice for the purpose* of comieeding it witJi 
the material * vajapeya \ -the meaning of the seiitenee, in the* latter ca.s<'„ 
being ‘ by means of the siK*rific*e at whieh Vajapeya is used as the »iiaterial 
If the words were to have those twei (mutually incompatible) significations, 
there would he a syntactical split. 

Says the Opponent: — “In the text in qu(*sfion, we distinctly perceive 
two s('paratc* s(*iitenci 3 s — the first sentence consisting of two words is— ‘ svdrd- 
jyakdmo yajela ’ (‘ one desiring world-wide sovereignty should sacrifice ’), and 
th<* second scnttaict? ecpially distinctly perceptible is * yajela vdjapeyena" 
(‘shoul<i sac*rifi(H* with tin* Vajapeya^) [and as th(*re are two distinct sen- 
tences, this cannof be regarded as a case of syntactical split\/' 

This is not so, we reply. If there were two distinct sentences, as first 
mentioned, then there would be four words in tho seiitenee, while in reality 
we find only three words. 

“ Our explanation is that the word ‘ yajela ’ could be construed with both 
the words (‘ smrdjyakdinah' and ‘ vajapeyena') separately.” 

How can the word oceiirring once only be construed witii both the words ? 

“ That would be possible because the form of th(3 word remains the same 
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in botll cases ; its form when construed with ‘ smrdjyakamah ’ is precisely the 
same as that in which it is construed with ‘ inljapeyena ’ ; and hence it would 
be construed with both tlie words by what is technically known as ‘ simulta- 
neous relationship’.” 

That cannot h(? ; if the exact nature of tlie act expressed by the word 

* yajetu ’ is not known already, then alone can the word be an injunction of 
it (as in ‘ sixirdjyahlmo yajSta') ; and if that exact nature is known already, 
then the word (jould be only a reference to that act (as ^ yad yajeUi tad vdja~ 
peyerva'*) ; but it is not possible for the same act (mcrifice) to be known as well 
as not known at one and the same time [and this is what it would be if the 
sentence * m jape yena svdrdjyakdmo yajela' were construed as suggested by 
the Pm'vapaksin]. 

Says the Opponent — “ It has been argued by the Siddhdntin that ‘ if the 
word vdjapeyena were injunctive of an accessory, the word yajeta would 
contain a mere reference to the sacrifice already enjoined elsewhere*. — But if 
the word ‘ yajeta * contained a mere reference^ which word would be there that 
would enjoin the accessory ? | There is no other injunctive verb in the sen- 

tencel. — Do not say please that the accessory (Material) would be enjoined 
by the word * ixijapeyena ’ ; because unless there is a verb, there (.*an be no 
injunction of something to be done as expressed by a word. The only verb in 
the sentence is ‘yajeta^ and it has been declared (by the Siddhdntin) to be 
a mere reference (to a previously enjoincxi sacrifice); which word then is 
there that would (‘njoin the act spoken of by tliat word (* yajeta'*) ? Ht?nee 
it follows that * yajeta^ is an Injunction that goes with ‘the man desiring 
world-wide sovereignty’ (sxxlrdjyakdmah)^ as well as with the accessory, 
Vdjapeya; and in this manner \yajeta'* could be construed with both the 
words.” 

If there are two independent injunctions (one to the effect that ‘one 
desiring world-wide sovereignty should sacrifice ’ and ‘ one should offer the 
sacrifice with the material vdjapeya^), then there wo\dd be no connection 
betw(^en the Vdjapeya and the sacrifice performed' by the man desiring trorlri- 
wide sotJereignty ; and according to the explanation sugg(\sted by the Purra- 
paksin, there would be no separate sentences ; and therefore tfis sacrifice per- 
formed by the man desiring sovereignty could not bo synta(.*tically connected 
with the injunction of the accessory (Vdjapeya). 

But the connection of the sacrifice perforyned by the tnan desiring 
worhPwide sovereignly (with the injunction of the accessory) would be got at 
through the force of the Context (i.c. though the fact of the two injunctions 
occurring in the same context).” 

Tliat is not right; as all that the syntactical connccticm (of the sentence 

* I'd jape yena yajeta') does is to enjoin the material, vdjapeya^ in reference 
to the sacrifice only (without any reference to the desire for world -wide 
sovereignty). 

“ All right, let there be connection (of the material, Vdjapeya) with the 
mcrifice only.” 

[But that would not be correct, as] in reality the connection between the 
material Vdjapeya and the sacrifice performed, by one desiring world -wide 
sovereignty is also implied by the two sentences being construed together. 
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From all this we conclude that if the term ‘ vdjapeya' is the name of a 
sacrifice, then we can safely discard both Context and Syntactical Connection, 
[i.e, if ‘ vdjapeya" is the name of the sacrifice, then, even without calling in 
the aid' of Context and Syntactical Connection, we could have all that we 
desire in the shape of the notion that ‘The man d(*siring world-wide 
sovereignty should accomplish his purpose by mcjins of the sacrifice named 
Vdjapeya. ] — If on the other hand, the term ‘ vdjapeya ’ is taken as injunctive 
of an accessory, then there crop up all those incongruities of Syntactical 
split and the rest. 

Thus it is established that the term ^vdjapeya' is the name of a sacri- 
ficial act. 



Adhikabaista (6) : Words like ‘agnSya’ are not names 

of sacrifices. 

SUTRA (9). 

fSiDDHANTA] — T hE ACTION AS WELL AS ITS ACCESSORIES SHOULD 

BE (taken as) enjoined : AS THEY ARE NOT DIVORCED IN 

THE INJUNCTIVE WORD; — SPECIALLY IF THEY HAVE 
NOT BEEN ALREADY ENJOINED BY ANOTHER 

(text). 

Bhasya. 

f'Phe goneral character and funct ions of Names have been discussed so fai‘ ; with 
the present Sutra beginathe consideration of certain exceptions to the general prin- 
ciples set forth aliove.] 

We meet with such texts as — ‘ Yaddjneyo'^tdkapalo'mdvaftydyam paurrta- 
mdsydnchdehyuto hhavati' {Taittlrlya-Samhitd 2. 6. 3. 3). — In regard to the 
,tc*rm ^dgneya^ here, there arises the question — Are words like *d(jney(t\ 

* agnisotniya' and the rest injunctive of accessories or names of actions? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is that — “If the word * dgneyn ’ 
were injunctivt* of accessories, then it would have to be takem as enjoining 
more than one ac<;cssorv, — such as Agfit\ tlu* Cake and the Kight Paan (which 
would not be right); hence such words should not lx* tak(’Ti as injunct i\'e of 
accessori('s ’ ’ . 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following N/dr//x7 /dr / : — The 
action^ as also its accessories, should he taken as en joined (b>' the v\'ord). -~as 
they are not divorced in the injnnctivc trord ; — i.t*. in the word * ague y a \ u hich 
ends with the nominal atTix ' dhak \ In fact, what is enjoined is the fact of 
the cake baked on eight pans b(*iiig ' dgneya' ; and it becoimjs 'dgneyfC ordy 
when it is dedicated and offered If) Agni ; and thus in this manner, tlu* act of 
offering (sacrifice) also beconx'S enjoined b\' tlu* word; - when this act of 
offering is enjoined, it cannot be enjoined without Agni and the (\ikc baked on 
eight Pans also being enjoined; because when a relationship is enjoiiu'd, it 
cannot be said to be ‘enjoined’ unless it enjoins the* relatives t heinselv'es. 
Hence words like '‘dgneya' must lx* injunctive of accessories. 

As regards the term ^ astdkapdla\ it is a well-known fact that it is tlx^ 
eake made up of vrlhl or yami when baked on eight pans, that h(*comes 

* astukapdin' ; — consequently it is to be taken as mentioned here ordy by way 
•of reference; because what is spoken of by tlu^ word is the well-accomplished 
4 *iitity, ‘cake baked on eight pans’, which lias lx*en already enjoine/l in such 
texts as ‘cooks upon pans’ (Taitti.-Sam. 2. 3. 0. 2); whereby tliey do not 
use a cak(j prepared in any other manner; so tliat this interpretation does 
not involve any syntactical split. 

‘ If they have not been already enjoined by another text" (Su.); that is to 
say, in a case where the accessories in cpujstion have been alrc*ady t'njoined 
by another text, the word in question has to be taken as a natne, as we have 
found in the case of the text * agnihotrahjuhoti" (under Su. 4, above). 



Adhikaraista (7) : Words like ^ varhih ’ denote the 
common things. 

SUTRA (10). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as the terms ‘varhih’ and ‘a.iya’ ark 

FOUND TO HE APPLIED EVEN WHEN THERE HAS BEEN NO 
CONSECRATION, THEY CANNOT BE TAKEN AS SKJNJFYINCJ 
ONLY CONSB(TRATBD THTNdS. 

Bhasya. 

fin conneotion with Namett. wo prooood to consider the exact signification ot 
tho names of certain sjibstanoes.] 

Tn regard to such names of sii>)stances as ‘ wtrhlh' (grass), ^ a jya ’ (clari- 
fied butter) and ^ purod'isha' ((.‘ake), — -thoro aris(‘s the ([uestiou -Are tfiese 
expressive of consecrated things only ? or of common things? 

On tfiis cpiestion, the Burmpakm view is as follows — “ They are words ex- 
pressive' of tile consecrated things; in all east's, we find people using the term 
‘ varhis"' in the sense of roti/termfed yrass. not to the unconseerat t^l common 
grass ; - -similarly they use th(» term "" njya' only in the sense of conseemted 
clarified, butter; — and they use the term ^ puroddshn" only in the sense of the 
consecrated, fiour-cake. — ‘But in some places, the terms are applied to un- 
consetn'ated things n.lso ; e.g. we find people saying — The cows have run away 
after luiviny eaten rarhls {yrass); — similarly they speak of the Ajya as to he 
purchased ; — and also of niy mother yiciny me sweets made of Baraddsha \ — 
But all such us<» is due to similarity (between the consecratc'd and tJu* 
unconseerated article); just as the tt*rin * yupa' is sometimes applh'd to 
the unplaned log of wood. But why should this usage he regarded as 
secondary av Jlyurati re (based upon similarity)?’ — Because* such usage is 
found only in a few places [and not in all places ; and it is only uni- 
versal usage that counts as direct or primary signiHeation]. -Kr()m all this 
it follows that flic words in c|uesfion are exprt'ssivt' «)f consecrated things 
only.” 

In answer to the abovi* Bfirvapaksa we have the following Slddhdnta : — 
Inasmuch as words like ‘ vurhls' are found to be applied to the uni^onsecra- 
ted things also, they cannot be taken as expressive of the consecrated things 
only.- It has already been pointed out tJiat such use is only local, and it is 
based upon similarity.” — But thal is not right; if it were generally 
recognised that the term denotes tlu* consecrated thing only, — then alone 
could it be said that when the term is applied to the unconseerated thing, 
it is only through similarity. In reality, however, the said fact is not 
invariably recognised. — “ How so ? ” — Because we find certain consecrations 
prescribed for things spoken of by such names as ^ mrhis^ and the like; — 
this shows that the consderations are to come when the words are there 
already (to express tho things themselves) ; under the circumstances, if the 
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words were taken to be applicable only when the consecrations were there, — 
there would be an objectionable interdependence (consecration depending 
upon the use of the word, and the use of the word depending upon the 
consecration). Nor is it possible to have any consecrations that have not 
been prescribed (by words) ; so that the use of the words by people could not 
be based upon such (unproscribod) consecrations. — It is for this reason that 
people do not appl\' words like * varhia^ to the consecrated things only. 
And when we find the words being applied to common (unconsecrated) 
things in one place, it is natural that they should denote the same in all 
places. Even when wo have a number of words expressive of super -physical 
things, (like consecration, for instance), it is not possible for us to attribute 
to such words significations assumed entirely upon the basis of the Veda, 
without paying any heed to the signification of the ordinary words that 
precede and follow the aforesaid words (denoting super-physical things) ; for 
in reality the only justification for the assuming of a super-physical significa- 
tion for those words lies in the fact that, in the absence of such assumption , 
the ordinary words (with well-known meanings) occurring in the same 
sentence — either before or after the words whose meanings are to be assumed 
— ^would become meaningless; — ^and it is not possible to assume what is 
not known ; as a matter of fact, the ordinary words that precede and follow 
(the words in question) would thus have their use in their being applied to 
unconsecratod things. — Hence the conclusion is that all such words are 
expressive of common (unconsecratod) things. 

The purpose served by this discussion is that when we have the direc- 
tion that * the pit of the sacrificial post is to bo covered over with grass’, — 
it would have to be covered with consecrated grass if the Purvapaksa view 
were correct, but with common (unconsecratod) grass, if the Siddhdnta is the 
correct view. 



Adhikarai^ta (8): Words like * Proksanl^ are to he taken 
in their etymological signification. 

SUTRA (11). 

Inasmuch as, in thk case of such words as ‘proksanI*, 

THE ETYMOLOGICAL SIGNIFICATION IS APPLICABLE | THE 
WORD IS TO BE TAKEN AS USED IN ITS 
ETYMOLOGICAL SENSE] . 

Bhdsya. 

[The foroffoin^r Adhikarana has dealt with the question of rertain words hein^ 
expressive of eoiiirnon things or of consecrated thinp:s, on<l it was found that they 
were expressive of coininon things, and in both cases the words wore used in the 
ordinary conveutional, not the etymological, sense. The present Adhikarana pro- 
ceeds to deal with words that are found to bo taken in their etymological sense.] 

Wo meet with the text * Prokaanirdsddaya^ {Taittirlya lira, 3. 2. 9. 14). 
In regard to the term * proksf ini' there arises the cpiestion — Does it denote 
consecrated water or coainion water ? Or is it to be taken in its etymological 
sense (of ‘sprinkling fluid’)? 

On this cpiostion, the Purvnpaksa is as follow s It being understood 
that a word can bo regarded as expressive of the consecrated thing only if it 
is found that it is always applied to the consecrated thing, — inasmuch as in 
the ease of the word ‘ proksani it is found that it is used in the sense of the 
nnconsecrated Ihinq, it is taken as denoting the common thing; specially as 
in some places wo find people making use of such expressions as ‘ w»e are 
very much disturbed by the Proksani (water-splashing)’, where the term is 
used in the sense of the unconsecratefl (common) water. From all this it 
follow's that the word denotes the common water. [This conclusion is in 
accordance w’ith th(^ principle of the foregoing to Adhikarana.^ ” 

Jn answer to this Purvapaksa. we have the following Siddhdntai — 
The word is to be taken in its etymological sense; — why? — Because the 
etymotoqical signification is applicable ; that is to say, from actual usage w’o 
fleduce the fact that the prefix (Pra), the verbal root (^iiksa' to sprinkle) 
and the affix (active *lyuP), that go to constitute the tonn * proksani \ is 
expressive of the common tiling (sprinkling fluid in general)-, — but if the word — 
consisting as it does of the particular Prefix, Root, and Affix, — is applied 
to water, on account of its connection with the act of sprinkling, — then the 
universally recognised meaning of the word becomes a(i<;epted (and this 
entirely on the basis of the etymology of the word). Inasmuch as wo find 
other sprinkling sid)8tances also spoken of as * proksana', — on the ground of 
their connection with the act of sprinkling, ■ -it may be concluded that to 
woder also the term is applied on the same ground of its connection with the 
act of sprinkling; so that there is no occasion for assuming any conven- 
tional meaning for the wortl as a whole ( indopendentlj” of its etymology) ; 
and the conclusion is that the word is to be taken in its etymological sense. 

10 
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The purpose served by the Adhiharanxa is that the term 
becomes applicable to clarified butter also; (a) If the term ^prokaarjd^ wore 
expressive of the consecrated substance, then the form of the direction would 
be, in every case, ‘ Proksanlrdsddaya ' ; — (6) if it were expressive of the 
common water only, then (in the case of clarified butter being used) the form 
of the direction would have to be ‘ ghrtam dsddaya' (the denotation of 
‘ proksanl ’ being restricted to water) ; — (c) lastly, if the terra is to be taken 
in its etymological sense, then the form of the direction would be * pro- 
ksanam dsddaya\ [In the case of clarified butter being used, as * ghrtam' 
being a word of the neuter gender, the gender of ^proksarm' would have 
to be neuter; in the case of water, the same term would take the form 
prok§anth' in keeping with the feminine gender of ‘dpah\ water]. 



Adhikaraija (9) : The word ‘nirmanthya’ is to he taken 
in its etymological seme. 

SUTRA (12). 

[SiDDHANTA] — So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE TERM ‘ NIRMANTHYA ’ . 

Bhasya, 

Wo have Iho text * N innanthyena iatakah 'pachantV [‘they bake the 
bricks in Nirnmnthya (Kire)] ’ — [and in regard to the terra ‘ ninminihya ’ there 
arises tlui ((uestion — Is it to be taken as expressive of the ronsccrated Fire ? 
or is to bo tak(m in its etymological sense {of fire ]) rod uced by friction) ?]. 

The Purmpnkaa on this question is that “ in tlie text quoted, it is clear 
that the term ^ nir^nanthya' has been used in the sense of tlie consecrated 
fire; hence the conclusion is that the term * nirmanlhya' is ex)>r('ssive of the 
consecrated Fire only 

In answer to this we have the following SkhUuinIa : — As a matter of 
fact, we find the term used in the sense of nnconsecratcd fire also, in such 
expressions as ‘Bring nirmanthya ^ we shall cook rice’ (where the word 
must stand for the ordinary Fire). From this it becomes established that 
like the term *proksani\ the term * nirmanthya'" is to be taken in its ety- 
mo1ogi(;al sense. 

The purpose served by the Adhikaraim is that — (a) if the word denoted 
consecrated fires th(*n the Bricks would liave to be baked in consecrated 

fire only; (h) if it denoted Fire in yeneraU then they could be baked in 

fire kindled in any >vay availabk^. ; (e) if it is to be taken in its etymological 
sense, then the bricks have to be baked in fire recently kindled by friction \ 
just as when one is spoken of as ‘eating with navanlta. (Butter),’ the sense 
is that the Buttt^r meant is one that lias b(Mjn freshly preparcAl (nava, fresh — 
mta, prepared). 



Adhikaraista ( 10) : Words like ' V a i s h v a d e v a ’ are 

Names. 

SUTRA (13). 

I PtJKVAPAKSA] — “I n THK CASE OF THE TERM ‘ V aishvadeva' THEBE IS 
option”, — IF THIS IS L^HaED [THEN THE ANSAVKB IS AS IN 
THE NEXT SCTBa ). 

Bhdsya. 

[The case of the term * vaishvadSva ’ differs from that of all others that have 
been dealt with : — For instance, (a) if it is taken as laying down the deity, vv^e find 
that sense following directly from the worfl, without recourse to any indirect in- 
dication, as was found necessary in the case of the term ‘ udhhidn ; {h) it docs not 

enjoin any accessories and hence causes no syntactical split, -as Ihe word * chitra ’ 
doos;~(c) there is no ambiguity in the meaning of the term as pointing to the 
Deity, - as was found in the case of the word * agniholra * ; — (d) the term • vaish- 
vwlRva ' does not point to any particular sacrifice, like the term ‘ .shyena ’ ; (e) there 
lieing no inoution of any result in this case, there could be no dilficulty in regard tc 
the construing of the verb * yajfita *, as wc found in the case of the ‘ Vajapeya' 

In connection with the first part of the Ckdtunnasya sacrifice, we ha\'t 
tlie text * Vaishoadei^etia yajeUi ’ (Maitra. Saiii. I. 10. 8 ; Taitti. Bra. 1. 4. 10. 1 
Shata. Bra. 6. 2. 4. 1); and in regard to the term * i)ai8hmdeixi\ there 
arises the question — Does it enjoin an accessory ? or is it the Name of ar 
action ? 

On this question wc have the following Pnrvajmkm--^* If that is th< 
question, then no such question can aris(5, becausi* in the case of the t^rn 
‘ V a is h V ed e V a ’ there is option; that is, ilio term ^ vaishmdem^ i 
injunctive of an accessory, because we actually find in it the injunction o 
the accessory —in the shape of the V ishvedevas as the deity of the Agneyi 
and other sacrifices; and as, for these sacrifices there are other deitit^s in th 
shape of Agni and the rest (alro»idy indicated by other sourcc^s), tliese lattei 
Agni and the rest, are regarded as optional alternatives to tlio Vishvedem 
(i.e. it is open to the performer to make the offerings to Agni and the rest o 
to the I'ishvedevas) ; as it is only thus that (ho well-njeognised meaning c 
the term would bo followed, [so that the eonelusioii is that the terr 
‘ iKiiahvadeva' is injunctive of an accessory].” 

SUTRA (14). 

[SiddhantaI — Not so; because of the Context [being the soli 

AUTHORITY FOR RECARDINCi THE WOKD AS POINTlN(} OUT THE 
DeITYJ, — WHILE THERE IS A DIRECT INJUNCTION [OF 
ANOTHER Deity I ; and certainly the Context 

CANNOT SET ASIDE THE THING [LAID DOWN 
BY DIRECT In J UNCTION \ . 

Bhdsya, 

What the Purvapaksa has declared is not possible ; for the sacrifices i 
question, Agni and others have been enjoined as Deities by direct Vedic h 
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junction', whilo tho indication of tho VwhvMetxis could bo got at only by 
Syntactical Connection, and tlirougb that, by Contf*xt. [TJie Tantraiurtika, 
Trans., pp. 425-42G, explains this passage as follows : The process of connect- 
ing the VishvMevas with any particular sacrificial material would be a 
highly complicated one; we shall liavo to assume a word signifying the eon- 
nc^ction of tho deity Vishvedems with a certain i»iatt>rial that w'ill have to be 
taken as indirectly indicat'd by tho verb ‘ yajeta ’ ; all that we can say is 
(n) that the co-ordination of the term ‘ vftishvadevena ’ with tho term ‘ ynqcun ’ 
(as implied in the word * yajeta ^) points to the' syntactical connection — 
* By 7 neans of the mcHfice which is vaishvndPva, — i.e. has Vishredera for its 
deity, etc., etc.’, — and (h) that as there can bc< no sacrifice without a 
material, the only material that could bo connected with the V ishredems 
would be just that which is indicated by the recjiiiremcmts of th(^ sacrifice*. 
But the said syntactical coiinection indicates only the relntionship of the 
sacrifice with tho Deity; so that the relationsliip of tJie material with tlu* 
Deity ( V ishvedeva) could be assumed only by lYieans of the exigencies of the 
Context, and siudi an assumption could be only in this form- ‘ when offering 
the Aqneya sacrifice, one should offer it as a sacrifice of which tho Vishev- 
devas are th(i deity — Thus then Vishmdecas as the deity being pointed out. 
by a moans whicli is not equal in authority (to tho Direct Injunction 
pointing out Ayni and other dt'ities), thc^ forint'r cannot be accepted as an 
optional alternative* to th(*se latter; and this for tho simple reason that the 
Context can never aside th(* thing (i.e, the Deity) that is directly en- 
joined. — H(mce it follows that the term *mishmdem^ is tho name of a 
.sacrifice. 

SUTRA (15). 

ThKRK (’AN BE NO MUTUAL RELATION.SHiP. 

Bhasya. 

The Opponcmt might urge tho following: — “Tho tc*rm ‘ vaishradera ' 
directly indicates the group of sacrifices of which Agni and oth(*rs are acci*s- 
sorics (i.e. Deities), — on the ground that the material used at lhc.se latter is 
tht^ vaishvadevl drniksd (the Arnik.sa dedicated to the Vishredems)''* 

But if the t('rm ‘ mishvadem ’ indieat(\s tho yroap of sacrifices, t hem it can- 
not enjoin t he Vishvedevas a.s tho deity ; — for how could th(* word * laishrn- 
deva' prononnc(*d once only indurate the group of sacrifices and also enjoin 
the Vishvedevas as tho deity? ( -onsequent ly, it is not pos.sible to connect 
the term ‘ vaishvadeva ’ with the Hence the term must bo taken 

as a Name, and not as injunctive of an iveessory. 

SUTRA (ir>). 

Because a(H’Essokies ake subservient to others (and of 
SECONDARY TMPORTAN(^E). 

Bhasya, 

Further, accessories are only subservient to other things; hence they 
cannot justify the repetition of the principal factor (Act of offering); 
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hence (ac^cording to tho Purvapak^a view, by which thc» term * vaishvadeva* 
lays down the common deity for the offering of all materials), the right course 
to adopt would be to make a single offering (consisting all the various mate- 
rials dmikaa, vdjimi and so forth), and we should not repeat the act of offer* 
ing in accordance with the number of materials ; — there would be no incon- 
gruity in this joint offering as the deity for all is one and the same (i.e. 
Vishvedeva). The result of this would b(j that all the thirty libations 
(that have been laid down as to be offered) would be offered (as included) in 
tho single Principal Libation, and thus there would be no completion of the 
number ‘ thirty ’ in regard to tho offerings into the Ahavaniya Fire. [This 
being the inevitable result of taking the term ‘ mishvadeva ’ as injunctive of 
an accessory] it becomes established that tho term is the Name of a sacrifice. 



Adhtkaraija ( 11) : In connection with the Y aishv a - 
n a r a , the mention of the number ‘ eight ’ is only 
anArthavada. 

StJTRA (17). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ It ls only words expressive of what is al- 
ready KNOWN that cannot BE TAKEN AS INJUNCTIONS *. 

IN THE text IN QUESTION THE CAPACITY TO BE 
TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION IS THERE **. 

Bhasf/a. 

[Hitherto we have been considering the question as to certain words being 
iiamoH of saciifices or injunctive ot accessories. We are now going to consider the 
question ns to whether or not certain words arc injunctive of accessories, without 
considering whether or not they are names of sacrifices.] 

Wo meet with the text ‘ Vahhvdnaram dindashakapdlayyi nirmpPt put re 
jflte' f‘ On tho birth of a son one should offer tlie Vaishvanara cake ))aked on 
twelve pans’] (Taitti SawhJld 2. 2. 5. 3; also Vdjam, Sam, 20. CO); — in 
connection with tliis same offering we find laid down several alternatives re- 
garding the number of Pans to be used — ‘ Yadastdkapdlo bhavati (idpatri/niini- 
nam h rahnmvar chase na pandtP [‘If the Cake is baked on eight pans, Gngatrl 
herself sanet ifies him with Hrahmic glory’] and so forth. — In regard to these 
latter, there arises the question -Is the mention of ‘eight' and other 
numbers injunctive of accessories, or only Arthavdda (commendatory declara- 
tion) ? 

On this question we have the following Purmpaksa : - ^ “ All these are 
injunctive of accessories; — why? — because only those words that are expres- 
sive of what is atrendp known — i.e. wliich speak of things already known — 
cannot be taken as injunctions ; but the sentence in question has this capacity 
that it speaks of things not already enjoined ; — what is tliat capacity ?— it is 
the capacity of enjoining tilings ; i.e. it will be able to enjoin something not 
already enjoined ; otherwise all such texts would be merely A rthavdda, 
declamatory, and as such, serving no useful purpose. Nor can the number 
* eight' bo taken as already included in the number ‘twelve’ (mentioned in 
the first sentence) [and lienee not needed to bo enjoined again] ; because the 
commendation of the * eight pans^ is found in a clear direct assertion of the 
Veda padaMkapdlo bhavati, etc.'), while tlie commendation of the * twelve 
pans* can be only indirect; and tho indirect can be accepted only in the 
absence of tho direct , — ^From all this it follows that the numbers are injunc- 
tive of accessories.” 
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SUTRA (18). 

fSiDDH.lNTA] — If the words enjoined accessories, these acces- 
sories, NOT BELON(!TNC TO THE SACRIFICE, WOULD BE 
USELESS IN ITS ACTUAL PERFORMANCE; AS THEY 
COUI.D NOT SERVE ANY USEFUL I'URPOSE 
WITH REGARD TO IT. 

Bhnsj/a, 

It is not right that tho words in tiuestion should bo takcni as injunctive 
of accessories. If they were injunctive of accessories, all they could do would 
he to lay dou n a particular number in regard to the pans on wdiioh the cnkes 
w ould be baked ; and they could not enjoin any thing in regard to the actual 
performance of tho sacrifice. 'Phe connection of the number ‘twelve’ with 
the sacrifice is indicattMl by the syntactical connection (of th(^ sentence 
‘ rais/irflaa/vm flvadashakapdlam^ c/c.’), while that of tho other numbers, 
‘ eight ’ and the rest could, at best, be indicated only by Context ; conse- 
quently tliesc latter could not enter into tho sacrificial performance at all. 
Further, these other numbers, ‘eight’ and the rest, having become connecrl ed 
with the Cakes, by direct spntartiml connection, would naturally set aside the 
indication of tlie Context, and the indication of the i.^ontext bc'ing set aside, 
the said numbers could not become (connected with the Vn ishvdnara sacrifice 
(for connection wherewith, the said Context would be the sole authority, and 
that has bcnm set aside); — and not being connected with the sacrifice, they 
w'ould be useless; as no results could follow' from their connection with the 
Cakes only. — On the other hand, if the w’ords are taken as Arthamda, it is 
possible for them to be taken as commendatory of the Vnishmnarn sacrifice. 
Hence they should be tak(Mi as Arthavdda. 


SUTRA (19). 

Objection: “It is not possible for the numbers ‘edhit’ and 

THE REST TO BE HI PPLEMENTARY TO THE INJUNCTION 
(of the Vaishvanara) ”. 

Bhasya. 

This objection has been urged by the Purvapaksin and has to be refuted. 
'Phis snfrn ends wit h the mere statement of tlie objection. [“ The Injunction 
lays dow'n baking on twelve pans ; while the words in question speak of eight 
pans only. J low’ then can the latter be supplementary to the former ? And 
if it cannot be so supplementary, then it cannot bo an Arthavdda com- 
mending w hat has been laid dowm in tho Injunction.”] 



153 


ADHYAYA I, PADA IV, ADHIKARANA (11). 

SUTRA (20). 

[Answer] — Inasmuch as [the smaller number] is not 

EXCLUDED [from THE (IREATER NUMBER], IT IS QUITE 
POSSIBLE FOR THE WORDS IN QUESTION TO SERVE 
THE PURPOSE OF COMMENDIN(J WITAT HAS BREN 
ENJOINED. 

Bhasya. 

When it is eloarly understood that any (‘Oinmending of the 
‘eight pans’, etc., is useless (for the simple reason that these numbers, 
‘eight’ and the rest, have not been enjoined, and it is only the romrnenda- 
tion of what has been enjoined that can serve the useful purpose of prompt- 
ing men to the enjoined act), then the words in cjuestion nuist )>e taken as 
indirectly eulogising ‘ the cake baked on twelve pans *, and thereby serving to 
commend the Vnishvdnara sacrifice (at which the cake bakt‘d on twelve pans 
is used); and this indire(*t eulogising would be done through the fact that the 
numbers ‘ eight’ ^^ndtho rest are included in, ‘ not excluded from \ the number 
‘twelve’ ; and lienee the eulogy of the part {eit/ht) could very well serve as 
the eulogy of the whole {twelve) ; — just as in praising the wheel, wo praise its 
parts —‘How beautiful arc its felly and nave ! ’- or as in praising tlit* army 
wo praise its parts — ‘How beautiful are the elephants, horses, chariots and 
infantry in this army !’ — Thus it is quite possible for the words in (juestion 
to be taken as eoininendatory declarations. 

SUTRA (21). 

[0b.JK(^T1ON] — “It MKJHT be the INSTIttATINC motive’', — IF THIS IS 
irRCEl), [then THE ANSWER IS AS (OVEN IN THE FOLLOWINC 

SiTTRA.j 

Bhdsya. 

You (Purvapaksin) may argue as follow.s — “The texts in c[uestion are 
regarded (by the Siddhunthi) to be Avlhdvdfla (commendatory of the 
Valshvmiara) ; but why cannot the Brahmk ylory and other desirable things 
(mentioned in the text in question) serve as the prompting motive for 
adopting the other numbers ‘eight’ and the rest ? The meaning would be 
that if the sacrifieer desires Brahmic ylory, ho should bake the cake on eight 
pans, and so on ; the same inav' ho said in regard to the other desirable 
results that are mentioned in connection witli the other numbers ; [‘ V'igour ’ 
resulting from niney ‘ Food’ resulting from letiy efliicieiit sense-organs result- 
ing from eleven^ ‘cattle’ resulting from twelve ^. — What would be the aflv’an- 
tage of taking the texts in this manner ? — Tlie advantage would be that the 
enjoining of the accessory (number) of the cake would not he useless (as has 
been urged by the Skldhdntin, under Sutra 18 above), and also there would 
be no need to assume the texts to bo indirect commendations of the ‘ cake 
baked on twelve pans’. Hence the texts should be takc^i as enjoining things 
(the different numbers) for the purpose of the fulfilment of certain desirable 
results.” 
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[Answkk] — They cannot be taken as insticatincj motives ; 

AS IN that case, they WOULD BE USELESS; — MOTIVES 
APPERTAIN TO THE PERFORMER; WHILE WHAT IS 
STATED IN THE TEXTS IS ONLY WITH A VIEW 
TO EULOOISINU THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhnsya. 

If the texts in question were taken as enjoining things for the fulfilment 
of certain desirable results, then they should be so many distinct sentences ; 
— as a matter of fact, however, we find that the whole comprises a single 
sentence — beginning with the words (a) ‘ on the birth of a son, one should 
offer the VaMvfInam cake baked on twelve pans’, and ending with the 
words — ‘if it is baked on twelve pans, the Jagatl bestows upon him cattle, 
— if this sacrifice is performed on the birth of a son, that son becomes 
sanctified, glorious, partaker of food, endowed with efficient sense-organs and 
possessed of cattle' (TaL Sam. 2. 2. 6. 3); and between these two passages 
in the beginning and in the end, wo liave the texts speaking of the ‘cake 
baked on eight pans’ and so forth; -now if these latter were not syntac- 
tically connected with opening and closing passages (((uoted above), they 
would be so many distinct se?itenees. — Then again, all motives such as 
becoming sanctified and the like — would always appertain to the pcrfoiMuer; 
while what is stated in the texts in question here regarding ‘becoming 
sanctiHtd’ ami the rest is clearly for the purpose of eulogising the 
Vaishvdnnca sacrifice; and the intervening texts spt^aking of tin’s numbers 
‘eight’ and the rest bf'come connected with this same eulogy, as supply- 
ing so many reasons for the eulogy -the sense of I he entire passage being 
‘ Because the Udyatri sanctifies him with Brahmic glory, f/tere/orc he becomes 
sanctified; — because the Trivrt bestows upon him vigour, (herejore he becomes 
vigorous; — because the Virdj bestows upon liim food, therefore he becomes 
])artaker of food; — because the Trifiub bestows upon him efficient sense- 
organs, therefore he becomes emdo wed with efficient sense-organs; because 
the Jagatl bestows upon him cattle, therefore he becomt's rich in cattle’. 

Thus then, we find that, as the texts cannot be taken as enjoining things 
for the accomplishment of certain desirable results,- if they were not taken 
even as ArtJuivdda (commendatory), tln?y would become entirely useless. 

From all this we (ionclude. that ‘ Brahmic glory’ and the rest cannot be 
taken as motives instigating the use of the numbers ‘eight’ and the rest. 
These numbers, ‘eight’ and tho rest, therefore^ must be taken as j^urely 
eojnmendatory. 



Adhikarai^a (12); The word ‘ yajamana’ serves to eulogise 

the grass-bundle. 

SUTRA (23). 

[Siddhanta] — ( a) Thk accomplishment of pi upose. 

BhSsya. 

[In connootion with Arthavadaa, (Ie(-*lainatory iloflarations, it is to bo noted that 
they are helpcil by fipjurative de8ci*i]itiona ; wo now proceed to explain and ex- 
emplify the various faftors that servo as the basis of thevso descriptions. Sutras 
2U 28 enninerate six such bases for Fi^^urative Description.] 

VVe meet wilJi such texts as ‘ Yajnnuinah praa/arah ’ (‘ The Sacrifioor is tlie 
prass-bundle ’) \Taitthlya Samhitd 2.6.5], ^Yajamana eknkapulah' (‘The 
Saerificer is tlie cake baked upon one ])aii’) (Tailti, Bra. 1. 6. 3. 4). In 
regard to th<\s (3 there ari.ses tlie question — Is the statement ‘Tlie saerificer 
is the grass-bundle ’ injunctive of at‘ces.sories or mere Arihdvdda ? Similarly 
with tlie other sratement — ‘The saerificer is tlie cake baked upon one pan.’ 

On t his ((uestion, tlie Purvapakm is as follows: — “The statement is in- 
junctive of an accessory,- Wliat would be the effect of this? — The elTect 
would be that in this manner the statement would enjoin something not 
already known; otherwi.se, if it were taken as an Arlhamcla, it woidd serve 
no useful purpose ; and it is more reasonable to have the text serving a useful 
purpose. Hence it should be tak(»n as an Injunction 

I In answer to this, the Siddhunia is as follows] : —It cannot be so ; if the 
text wer(^ an Injunction, then (as a result of it) the Sarrljicer would have to 
be used to serve the purpose that is served by the (frass-h undie., or the Grass- 
bundle woidd be used to serve the purpose that is served b,\' the Saerificer. 
So that the purpose .served by the ()lra.ss.bundle bc'ing that the Juhu or all 
the aS'/v/A’.s ai;e kept upon it, — this Juhu and Sr uks would bo kejit upon the 
Saerificer (as a result of the said injunction) ! Under the circumstances, the 
Saerificer would be unable to perform the duties of the Saerificer, — such 
duties for instaru'e as are laid down in such texts as ‘ The Saerificer and the 
Drahman -priest sit down to the .south (right) of the rite that is lieing per- 
formed (i.e. the altar) ’. Nor is it. possible for the ( Jrass-bundle to carry on the 
duties of t ho AS’acr///t'e/'.“ Similarly if the Saerificer wore omployed to serve 
the purpose that the ‘ cake baked on one cake ’ is moant to serve, — then, he 
w ould have to be entirely offered as an oblation (as this is what is meant to 
be done liy the said cake); — and when the Saerificer will have been offered 
into the fire, all the rest of the Ritual would disappear.— Nor again is the 
cake baked on one pan capable of performing the duties of the Saerificer.-- 
For these reasons, the texts in question cannot be taken as Injunctions. 

Then again, there is another injunction in regard to the Gras.s-bundle — 
‘He keeps the Grass-bundle upon tlie Barkis grass’, — and also in regard to 
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the Cake baked on one Pan — ‘ He makes one entire oblation of the cake 
baked on one pan’. — For this reason also, the texts cannot be injunctions. 

If the texts are taken as Arlhavdda, the meaning is that ‘ the Sacrificer is 
to be known as the Grass-bundle, — and also as the Cake baked on one pan 

“ But what sort of co-ordination can be recognised between the Sacrificer 
and the Grass-bundle or the Cake ?' Neither the Grass-bundle nor the Cake 
can be the Sacrificer ; nor can the Sacrificer be the cake baked on one pan 
or the FirM Binidle of grass. — How thfMi can a wf)rd expressive of one thing 
be applied to what is expressed by another word ? And for what purpose 
should there be a description of what is already known ? ” 

The reply to the above is as follows : — ^It is for the purpose of eulogising, 
if that which is already known is mentioned. The implication of the text ‘ the 
sacrificer is the grass-bundle ’ is that ‘ the grass-bundle is to be kept upon 
Barkis grass, because it is the Sacrificer (who is the most iiTiportant 
person) ’ ; — similarly the meaning of the text ‘ the sacrificer is the cak(‘ baked 
on one pan and should V)e offered as a single oblation’ is that ‘Heaven 
is the Sacrificial Fire, and the Sacrificer is installed in Heaven in the same 
manner as the Cake is placed on the fire.’ 

“ But how can a word oxpres.sive of ofie thing, be applied to a thing ex- 
pressed by anoth(‘r word ?” 

Tt is by way of indir(3ct or figurative description; i.e. such a descrip- 
tion is leased upon certain qualities. 

“But how can a word not expressive of a (juality (such as ‘sacrificer’, 

‘ grass-bundle ’, ‘ fire ') denote a quality ? 

Tt would do so by denoting its own meaning. All the words tliat are 
used ill their s(»condary or figurative^ sf^nse do not denote that sense aftt^r 
having oiitireh' abandoned their own meaning ; as in that, case thcTc would 
be an abandoning of what is well-known and an assuming of what is not 
known at all. Further, all such words are not expressive of a number of 
qualities; because w(; meet with figurative' description (jven with regard to 
things wanting in some of the qualities. For instance, the liom‘ss’ cub, 
struck by disease, and hence not courageous in his behaviour, (and thus 
devoid of many leonine cjualities), is still called a ‘lion’. The word that 
denotes a group of things is not used to denote a part of that group ; 
if it did so, then this would be against the law that ‘ the word Lion is 
expressiv'e of that well-recognised factor wJiich is common to all individual 
lions.’ Nor could the term ‘ lion ’ be applied, by an assumption, to what is 
not a lion ; because any such assumption would be impossible. 

Question: — “If figurative description wore based upon th(^ a(*tual moan- 
ing of the words, how could there bo any restriction as to the extent of 
such description ? ” 

Answer: — 'J’he restriction would be duo to the actual presence of (at 
least part of) that meaning. TA)r instance, when the term ‘ lion ’ is 
applied to something else (a man for instance), what is understood is that 
he is a man of courageous action, and this is due to the recognition of the 
fact that courageous action is the quality of the lion (which is denoted by 
the word ‘lion’). Hence it is that when a man thinks of speaking of a 
man of courageous actioyi, his intention is fulfilled if he uses the term ‘ lion * 
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for that purpose ; and what happens is that the animal lion, which is denot- 
ed by the word ‘ lion on being cognised, brings about the notion of ‘ couragf'- 
ous action’ which is associated with that animal; and in this manner, by 
denoting its own meaning, the word (‘lion’) brings about the notion of the 
presence of the qualities associated with that meaning. 

“ Now, in the case of the Sacrificer being spoken as tlie ‘ grass-bundle ’, — 
or of the Sacrificer being spoken of as ‘ the cake baked on one pan’, — what 
sort of quality is recognised as present ? ” 

The quality recognised is that of * accomplishment of purpose" (Sutra). 
Every one accomplishes his own work,— if some one else does that man’s 
work, he is remembered whenever the other is spoken of ; for instance, in the 
case of the King and the Keeper of the Muster-Koll, t he latter does the King’s 
work, and hence whenever the King is spoken of, the said Keeper comes to the 
mind as associated with him. In the same manner, in the case in question, 
the Clrass-bundleand the Cake baked on one Pan accomplish the Sacrificer’ s 
purposes, and hence wIkmi the Sacrificer is spoken of, thi^y also come to the 
mind; and thus it is that they also come to bi^ denoted by the term 
‘sacrificer’ — Hut why? — Because by being so denoted they become eu- 
logised, — and that in reference to the placitiff on top (hi {hi*, case of the Grass- 
bundle) and being offered as an entire oblation (in the case of the Cake). 

Prom all this wo conclude that words and texts like those under consi- 
deration are Arthavddas, not Injunctions. 



Adhikaraija (13) : Words like ‘a^neya' serve to eulogise 
the Brahmana and others. 

SUTRA (24). 

(b) Birth (or Origin). 

Bhasya, 

We meet with such texts as ‘The Brahmana is dyneya' (Taltlhlyn 
Bra, 2. 7. 3. 1) — ‘The Ksattriya is aindra' (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 13) — 
‘ the Vaishya is vaishvadP.va (TaT. Bra. 2. 7. 2. 2). — In regard to these, the 
<|uestion is — Are these statements Injunctive of accessories or artkavddas ? 

The Purvapaksa is that “ they are injimctivo of accessories ; as it is only 
thus that they would enjoin something not already known; otherwise, being 
mere Arfhamda, they would be useless.” 

The Siddhdnta is as follow's: — They are nol injunctions, because tlu» 
requisite injunctions are found elsewhere. Therefore they must b(* art/iavdda ; 
and the statement is for the purpose of euh>gising wdiat has been (‘njoined 
by another text. 

Question:- But in what manner would the words Ulyneya^ and the 
rest be applied to (the Brahmana and the rest) who are not really nymya, 
etc.?” 

Answer: — They would be applicable^ by wa>' of figurative d(*seription. — 
“What is the basis of ihln Jig urn I ire desrripfion V ' — The relationship to 
Fire. — “ How so ? ” The relationship between tht^ AynP.ya and the* Brdhmana 
is that both liave the same origin. — “In what way have they the same 
origin ? ” — This is made clear in the following ])assage — “ Prajapati desired to 
create progeny, —from out of his mouth, he created tluj Trvrf : after that, the 
deity Agni, the Udyatri metre, the Balhantnrn Sdmnn, the Brahmana among 
men, the (loat among animals; thus it is that these are called invkhya 
(J^rincipal, literally^ ‘of th(? mouth’), as they were created out of the 
mouth; — out of His chest and arms He created the* Paiichadasha ; after that 
the deity Tndra, the Tristup metre, the Brhat SOman, the Ksattriya among 
men, the Sheep among animals; thus it is tliat thes<^ are powerful, because 
they came about of Powi^r ; — out of His thighs and tin* waist He creatt^d the 
Sapladasha, and after that the deity V^ishvodeva, the Jngall metre, the 
Vnirupa Satnan, the Vaishya among men, the (Jows among animals”. 
{TaUtiriya Samhita 7. 1. 1. 4-5). — In view’ of this statement, (of the origin of 
things), if any one out of any of the three groups of things happen to be 
spoken of, another one of the same group also comes to the mind. 

For these reasons, the texts in qiie.stion must be taken as Arttuirada, 



Adiiikaraija (14) : Words like ^ y u p a ’ serve the purpose 
of euloguing the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (25). 

(c) Through Similarity of shape. 

Bhasya. 

We meet with such texts as ‘ The sacrificer is the sacrificial post ‘ Aditv a 
is the sacrificial post’ (Talttirlya Brdhfmim 2. 1. 5. 2). Tlio question is — Is 
this injunctive of accessories or an Arlhamda ? 

The Furvapak^a is that ** it is injunctive of accessories, as it is only thus 
that it serves a useful purpose.” 

The Siddfunita is as follows — It cannot bean injunction, (a) because the 
Sacrificer cannot do the work of the Post, nor can the Post do the work of 
the Sacrificer; and (6) because we have other Injunctions. — Hence the text 
must be taken as an arfhrtvdda serving the purpose of eulogising what has 
been tmjoined. The co-ordination (between the Sacrificer and the Post) is 
got at through figurative description --“What is the (juality on the basis of 
which you have this figurative de.scription ? ” — It is the simiktrlty of fthape 
(Sutra ) — “ what is the similarity of shape ? ” — Tallness and Brightness, 

From all this it follows that texts like those under consideration arc 
Ai'thavcldas. 



ADHiKAEAijr A (15) : W ords like ‘ A p a s h u ’ (Not-animal) 
serve the 'purpose of eulogising the Cow and other 
animals. 

HOTRA (26). 

(d) Praise. 

Bhnsya. 

We meet with such texts as {a) ‘Animals other than cows and horses 
are riot-ariimals ’ (Taitti. Saih. 5. 2. 9. 4),- — (h) ‘A sacrifice without Smnan 
is not-sacrifico ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 5. 7. 1),- (c) ‘That which is without the 
Chhmviomu is not-Sattra' — {Talffirl^a Samhitd 7. 3. 8. 1), — In connection 
with tJiese, the ([uestion arising as to whether these texts are injunctive of 
accessories or Arthamdasy — the Purmpnksn is that “they are injunctions, 
as it is only thus that they can servo a useful purpose”. 

The Siddhdntu is as follows; — If these wore injunctions, thon**(fi) only 
cows and horses would be animals, (b) that alone would be a sacrifice in 
which senmms are used, (v) and that alone would be Satfra which contained 
the Chhmuloiua ; ~Q,nd the mention (or injunction or creation) of other 
(a) animals, (6) sacrifices and (c) Sa liras would be entirely useless; — nor 
would there be any possibility of there being another Injunction (as there 
is). — For this reason, the text must be taken as an Artfmvdda serving the 
purpose of eulogising; that is, (n) it cries down all other animals (by calling 
them ‘not-aniinals ’) for eulogising the cow and the horse; (h) the Sdrna -less 
Sacrifices are cried down, for the purpose of eulogising those with Sdtnan ; 
(c) the Sattras without the Chhandoimi are cried down, for the purpose of 
eulogising those with the Chluwdomay — just as we have in the case of such 
assertions as ‘eating without clarified butter is not-eating\ ‘dirty clothes 
are no-clothes ’. 



Adhikaraista ( 16 ): Figurative Description based upon 
large numbers. 

SUTRA (27). 

(e) Labqe numbers. 

Bhaaya. 

We find the text ^ SratirupadadhdtV (‘Places the Srsti bricks) [Taittirlya 
Samhita 5. .3. 4J. In regard to this there being a doubt as to its being in- 
junctive of accessories or an Arthavada^ — the Purm'paksa is that “it is 
injunctive of accessories, as it is only thus that it will enjoin something not 
already known ” . 

In answer to this we have the following SiMhdnta : — If the text were an 
I n junction, then the meaning would be that ‘ one should place the bricks 
having the Srati-rtmntraa ’ ; but there is no peculiarity mentioned with 
regard to the Bricks, as to which are, and which are not, with the Srati- 
tnantraa; so that the Srali-nuintraa (i.e. Mantras containing the term 

* aratV) would have to be recited in connection with all the bricks; and 
under the circumstances, the reciting of those nmntraa which have no con- 
nection with the rite of Brick-placing would be entirely useless. — For these 
reasons we conclude that the text is to be taken as Descriptive of, or Reference 
to, only those of the Mantra-texts which have been enjoined as to be recited 
in connection with the Placing of Bricks; and the mention of the term 

• serves the purpose of eulogising the act of erection {sarjana). 

Further, if the text were an Injunction, recourse to indirect indication 

would be inevitable ; and this indirect indication would bo of those mantras 
devoid of the term ‘ sratP which are found in the hymn ' Ekayd sluvate, etc.’ 
{Taittirlya Samhitd 4. 3. 10). — [What is meant is that, though the mantras in 
question are spoken of as one collective whole, as in the sentence 'ekayd 
stuvate\ — yet the distinguishing term * srstp is found only among a few of 
them, such as the Anuvdkyd, etc., and hence if the name ‘ SratV were applied 
to all the lYWLntras, it would bo abandoning its direct signification and 
accepting an indirect one, which is not permissible in an Injunction ; and 
while indirectly indicating the mantras not containing the term ‘ srsti \ it 
would also denote those that do contain it ; and this would bo a very com- 
plicated process. If, on the other hand, it is taken as a more descriptive 
eulogy of the Brick -placing, a recourse to indirect indication or figurative 
expression would not be considered improper. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 
4.56-456]. 

Objection: — “There may be the same incongruity when the text is 
taken as a descriptive reference and recourse is had to indirect indication”. 

Answer: — Recourse to indirect indication would not be improper in the 
case of the text being taken as a descriptive reference. 

11 
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Qtiestion : — But how can the name ‘ Srati * be applied to tmntma not 
containing the term ‘ ” 

Anawer : — It would be applied by reason of the fact of * a large mincer of 
the nvantras concerned containing that term ; — as a matter of fact, among the 
mantraa^ there are many that contain that distinguishing term, and only a 
very few that do not contain it. 



Adhikaeaista (17): Words like ‘Pranabhrt’ serve the 
purpose of eulogising. 

SUTRA (28). 

(/) BkOAIISK OH’ THR PRRSBNCE OF INniCATI\’E SIGNS, 

Hhasyn. 

There are such texts as ^ Prdrujbhr la upadadhdti^ (Taitti. Saiii. 5. 2. 10 
or 5. 3. 12), * A jydnlrupadad/hdti* (Taittiriya SamhitCi 5. 7. 2. 5) [where also 
the terms ‘ pranahhrtah ’ stands for the hrk‘ks placed with a set of Mantras 
beginning with the word * prawihhrtah\ and the case stands on the same foot- 
ing as the text * srsth'upadadhdti '* dealt with in the foregoing ndhikarnnax 
the only difference being that the nmnlrns actually beginning with the word 
‘ prdJWtbhrUih ’ are fewer than those beginning with * srsti ’ ; and yet the word 
‘ prdimhhrtnh * gives its name to a larger number of manlras than t hose to 
which the name ‘ Srsli ’ is applied]. 

Here also, if the text were an injunction, then, when the bricks with the 
* Prdnahhrt^ -mantras would be placed, those mantras which do not contain 
the term * prdnahhrt' would be rendered useless. Hence the text must be 
taken as a mere declaration or reference; what happens is that * because 
of the presence of indicative signs \ the word oxpressing one thing is applied 
to another thing ; as when we find in the case of the assertion ‘ chhatrino 
gackchhnti* (* Persons with umhrellcus are going along’), where even though 
a single man of the lot may be carrying an umbrella, the whole lot become 
indicated by that indicative sign. — ^Neither the term "prdnabhrt\ nor the 
term ‘ srsli ’ could be taken as having its indication restricted to those 
mantras that do not contain the indicative words ; in fact those mantras also 
are included which contain the terms ^prarmhlirC and ^ srstP \ just as in the 
case of the teim * chhatrinah\ the term includes the one man with the 
utnbrella as also others not carrying the umbrella. 




Adhikarai^a (18) : Doubts regarding the meaning of 
words and sentences set aside hy suhsequenl 
{supplementary) passages. 

SUTRA (29). 

In HOUBTFUr. cases, [a definite CONCHrSlON IS ARRIVED at] 
WITH THE HELP OF SPBSEQUENT PASSACSES. 

lihasya. 

[In interpreting injunctions ami Declamatory Declarations, sometimes doubts 
will arise as to which Declaration, Artliavada, is to be taken with which injunction 
and so on. Hence the Author is going to propound a general principle aiJf^orcling 
to which these doubtful points could be settled.] 

We have tlie Injunction--* A ktuh slmrkani upadadhdti^ (‘One puts in 
wetted pebbles ’) [Taittlriya Brdhmaim 3. 12. 5. 12], — which is followed by the 
Arthamda ‘ Tejo vai (jhrUim' (‘Clarified Butter is glory itself’). — Now there 
arises the question — Are the ‘pebbles’ to be wetted with any one of the fluid 
substances, clarified butter, oil and fat ? Or are they to bo wetted with 
riarified Butter only ? — “ Why should such a doubt arise ? ” — Because tin* 
passage opens with the statement speaking of mere wetliny in general, 
while it ends with the statement speaking of the particular fluid sub- 
stance, Clarijml Balter, — Now, it is agreed that the opening sentence and 
the concluding sentence should bo taken together as forming one sentence, 
t-o get at the meaning of the entire passage; but there arises the question as 
to whether the general statement in the oficning sentence is to be qualified 
and restricted in its scope by the concluding particular statement, or the 
particulai’ statement in, the concluding sentence is to be extended in its 
s(!ope by the general statement in the opening sentence. So that the question 
remains — as between the opening and the (joncluding statements, which 
is to be accepted as the final conclusion ? 

The Purmpaksa view on this question is as follows : — 

“In doubtful cases like the one cited, the general statement in the opening 
sentence having given rise to the general conception untrammelled by anything 
to the contrary (long before the concluding particular statement comes in), 
— there is nothing to justify its restriction to any particular conception ; on 
the other hand, as regards the concluding statement, before it has come 
to the field, the general conception (that the wetting may bo done by any 
wetting fluid) has been already brought about by the opening general state 
ment; so that tlu? particular statcTnent, regarding the particular wotting 
substance being Clarified Butter only, runs counter to the said general 
conception already in the field. The only reasonable course to adopt in this 
case therefore is to take the term ‘clarified butter’ in the concluding 
sentence in a qualified figurative sense, indicating ‘ Clarified Butter ’ as also 
all other wetting fluids ; just as in a preceding Adhikarata^, the term ‘ ar§ti ’ 
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has boon taken to include? t he Mantrntt containing the? torni ‘ srsti ’ as well as 
those not containing that- term, — so the term ‘Clarified Butter’ here stands 
for Clarified Jintler as also for what is nol-Clar ifiPAl-B utter y 

In answer to the above? Purmpakm re^garding de)ubtful eases, we* have 
the following Siddhdnfa : — 

It is true that the eiiitire? ])assagc ope?ns with the^ ge?n<‘ral statement ; 
but the general state^rnent always stands in neexl of specification; [as no 
wetting iii possible? e?xce?pt with a particidar siibstanc*e], the gent?ral statenu'iit 
in the op(?ning sentence l?as to b<? restri(?ted in its scope at the very outset, 
and this restriction (to one? elefinite subslaTice) is done by the partieMdar state>- 
ment in the concluding sent once. — “Why so?” — Beejaiiso, as u Tuatte*r of 
fact, there can bo no injunction of mere wetting in general \ [w hen there is 
Injunction of wetting^ it- must be w'etting by some one substance?! ; so that 
the? particular .statement in the concluding sentence is in no w'ay incom- 
patible with the opening statement. — “ But how can it be said that the welting 
m general is not en joined ? ” — BecaiiS(* so long as the doubt is th(*r(', no word 
in the passage can lie regarded as having the injunctive forcfo; so that tlu‘ro 
is no injunctive word at all; specially as the words of the text are * aktdh 
sharkard upadadlmtV (‘one puts in wettod pebbles’), whore fho verb is in 
the Present Tense, Then again, th(?ro Ls no commendatory text directly 
eulogising wetting snbfflance in general; while of the particular whetting subs- 
tance, Clarified Butter, we have the eidogy contained in tin* direct assertion 
(‘Clarified Butter is glory itself’); so that for the particular substance 
Clarified Butter, we have the direct commendation, wdiereas of the tiuhsiance 
in generah the commendation is only indire(?t; and Direct Assertion is 
always more powerful than Indirect Indication; so that- the injunction 
doduced from the passage as a whole is that of Clarified Butter. 

Similarly in the passage — ‘ One wears clothes; the cloth sacred to 

all the gods is silk’ [where the entire passage is taken as enjoining the 
wearing of silk clothes\\ — and also in the passage- -‘Touching this, one 

should sing; all beings live upon this Audundmrl" [where the 

whole passage is taken as enjoining the touching of the parlicular object, 
A iidtimharl]. 



Adhikaraija ( 19 ) : The Indefinite becomes definite by the 
capacity of things. 

SUTRA (30). 

Or, THR DEDlIClNtJ OF THE CONCTJTSION MAY BE BASED DPON THE 
CAPACITY OF THTN(;S, — BECAUSE THAT (CAPACri’Y OF THINOS) 
FORMS AN INTB(JKAL PART (OF WHAT IS EN.IOINED IN 

THE Veda). 
lihdsya. 

[Another kind of doubtful eases is dealt with here.] 

We liavo such U^xts as — ^ Sruverin nvadyoii" (‘Slices with the 
small Ladle ’ ), — * Svaf/hitind avadyatT (‘Slices witl\ the Razor //o«/en« 
avadyatl' (‘Slices with the hand*). — In regard to these, there arises the 
question — Is every substance — liquid, solid and moat, — to be sliced with the 
fjadle, tlie Hnzor and the Hand ? Or the particular instrument for slicing is 
to be selected in accordance with the capacity of eacJi (to do the slicing of 
the partUHilar substance concerned); — i.c. that of liquids, with the Ladle ^ — 
that of meat, with the Razor -and that of solids, wit h the Hand ? 

The Rurvapakm is that “as the texts lay down no restriction, therc^ 
need be no restriction at all (as to which instruiruMit is to he iis(‘d for slicing 
in any particular case).” 

In answer to this Purmpaksa^ wc have the following Sidd/ulfda: Thr 
deducing of the conclusion may be based upon the capacity of things; - that is, 
the assumption of a definite! conclusion is to be based upon lli<^ capacity of 
the things concerned. So that, the slicing could be done with tlic Ladle, 
only to that substance of which it could be done with the Ladle : — similarly 
by any instrument, the slicing ctnild be done of that substance only which 
would be capable of being sliced with that particular instrument. ih.‘causo 
it is a general rule that when a verb denotes an action, tluJ p(jtt*ncy or capa- 
city (of things) is always Jielpful (in determining the exact form of th(‘ action 
denoted). Thus then, in the case in question, tluTc would bt* restriction 
in accordance with the capacity of the things concerned. 

Similarly in the case of the text- ^Anjalind saktun praddeye jukol^t 
(cf. Taittiriya Sathhild 3. *1. 8. 4),— the term ‘ anjali ’ stands for ‘ joined palms ’ 
(in general, without restricting it to any particular way of joining the two 
palms); but it is taken to lu; restricted by the ‘ cajjacity of things’ to that 
way of joining the palms whi<rh brings about the shapes of a flower-bml (a 
hollowed cup); because it is only wuth the; palms joined in this form that 
the Homa could be offered just as when one makes the statement ^ Kate 
hhuhkte —Kdmsyapdtrydm bfnmkhe*; the exac;t meaning detormined by the 
‘capacity of things’ is that ‘He sits on the mat — places the food in the 
bell-mctal dish, — and eats it’. 


End of PSida IV of Adhyaya /. 
End of Adhyaya I. 



ADHYAYA II. 

i^lff^^renfiation among Actions, 

P A DA T. ( Introductory) . 

Adtiikaraija (1) : Bhavarlhadhikarana. 

\The Act as leadintj to the Apurva is expressed by one. word ; and this word 
is the Verb,] 


SUTRA (1). 

Those ‘words denoting action’ (i.c. Verbs) whk.h 

DENOTE RtIAVANA (A(3TIVITY),— FROM THESE PROCEEDS 
THE (MXiNmON OF THE ACCOM F'LLSH WENT [OF THE 
RESULTANT A p ll r V a] : AS IT IS THIS FAC T 
THAT IS ENJOINED. 

Bhasya. 

|Tho First Adhyaya has described tho means of knowing Dharma.-- The second 
Adhyaya deals with tho question as to what are tho various acts that are called 
‘Dharma’: hut before this is dealt with, it is necessary to jiscertain the means 
of finding out whether and how one act is different from another. According to 
Kiiiuarila the main .subject-matter of tho second Adhyaya is the Differentiation 
among Artions, and the other matters dealt with are subsidiary to thi.s. — According 
to Prabhakara, the subject-matter of tho Adhyaya is the difference among the texts 
injunctive of tho Acts. — Among the factoi-s that go to differentiate one act from 
another, the most important is the result following from tho .Acts, -in tho case 
of acts included under the category of ‘ Dharma this result being the Apurva^ 
or Transcendental Potency. - Consequently it becomes riece.ssnry first of all to 
determine (1) what is this apnrvn- and (2) what is the word that denotes it.] 

In the first Disoour.se a full account has been giv^cn of the Means of knowing 
(Dharma); in coiir.se of which the real character of Injunctions, Decla- 
matory Passage.s, Mantras and Smrtis has been deter mintHi the Injunction 
of Accessories and also Names have been examined ; — it has also been 
explained how doubtful cases are determined with tho help of supplementary 
passages. — All this has to be borne in mind. — After this we arc now going 
to consider what acts are Primary and what Secondary, — what acts are 
different and what not-different ; — this is the subject-matter, and none other, 
that i.s to be dealt with (in the Second Discourse) ; — and such is the 
connection of the discourse (with what has gone before). 

In connection with this, six kind.s of differentiation among Actions are 
going to be described, as based on — (1) Different words (under 2. 2. 1), 
(2) Repetition (under 2. 2. 2), (3) Nufnher (under 2. 2. 21), (4) Accessory details 
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(under 2. 2. 23 ct seq.)^ (5) Context (under 2. 3. 24), and (6) Name (under 
2. 2. 22). — We are mentioning here what we are going to explain because 
an explanation becomes readily understood when the subject has been 
already indicated beforehand ; also the mind of the learner beconu‘S 
concentrated . 

Thus then, it is the treatment of the means of distinguishing the 
various acts that constitutes this, the second discourse ; whatever else 
happens to be dealt with hero is only what is introductory to, or connected, 
either directly or indirectly, with the said main theme. 

["I'he correlation and sequence of the twelve discourses may be thus suuuuar- 
isod:— Until the means of knowledge have been duly defined (Discourse I), there 
can be no discussion of the meaning of Vedic texts ; and hence also no discua.sioii 
regarding any two acts being the same or different (Discourse II) cannot be 
introduced; the discussion of difference or non-difference is essential, as until 
some actions have been found to be different from others, there can be no idea as 
to one being the Primary act and the other secondary or subsidiary to it 
(Discourse III), nor of the usefulness or otherwise of the acts (Discourse IV). - 
nor of the order of their performance (Discourse V); — it is only when the nature of 
an action has been duly understood that thoro can be any considtnation regarding 
the person entitled to its performauco (Discourse Vi), which last question therefore 
stands in need of all the foregoing five discourses. — Similarly, Discourses VII - XTl. 
treating as they do of such subjects as the Transference of Details and the like, 
presuppose a full knowledge of all the Injunctions regarding all the details of 
actions; -thus the latter half of the Sutras (Discourses VII X IT) are rlcpcnrlont 
upon w'hat has gone? before in the earlier half (Discourses I -VJ).] 

The first point to bo considc^red is this : — Under Discourse I it has ln^en 
declared (a) tliat ‘ Dliarma is that which is enjoined by the Tnjan(‘ti<m as 
conducive to th(? highest good’ (Sutra 1. 1. 2), — (h) tliat * Injunetion ’ is tlu» 
sentence that denotes an action, — (c) that the words constituting a senteiiei? 
have distinct meanings. — ^Now the first question (/I) that has tf> be 
considered is— Is a different Dharma laid down by eacli one of the words 
composing the Injunctive sentence? or is a single Dlinnna laid down by all 
tlio words collectively ? 

Now on this qiu'stion (.4), we have the Purvapaksa (.4) that “a 
different Dhanna is laid down by each of the words.” 

Tho SiddhdnUi (A) in answer to this question is as follows: — If tlu^ 
Transeendeiital Potency (Apurvci) results from one act (laid down by one 
word in the sentence), then anything else that may be laid dow n by an>' 
other word in the sentence should be only auxiliary to tho former act (and 
not an independent act leading up to a distinct result) ; as in this way 
there would he need for the assumption of fewer transcendental potencies. 
Hence the conclusion is that there is only one transcendental Potciwy (re- 
sulting from tlie one act that is denoted by om? word in the Tiijuncthe 
sentence). 


Now — if there' is only one Transcendental Potency ^ — then there* arises 
tlie question {B ) — Does this Potency result from (acts denoted by) verbs 
(words denoting activity), or from (those denoted by) nouns (w^ords 
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denoting substances and qualities) ? — (Ibit before we can disciiss this (jues- 
tion), wc have to determine what is an action and what arc the wordfi 
denoting activity ?- These words are ‘ yajnll ’ (‘ sacrifices ’ ), ‘ daddli ’ (‘gives ’ ), 

* juhoti^ (‘pours libations into the fire’) and so forth. — “ But these words 
are expressive of sacrifice, gift and libation-pouring, and they cannot b(^ 
^expressive of activity. -It is not so; those words are expressive of 
sacrifice and the rest, and they are also expressive of activity ; wliat is under- 
stood as expressed by the words is the sacrifice (gift and libation -pour- 
ing), as also activity in general, — the sense of the injiinclion in this latter 
case being that ‘one should so act that something may com(» about (be 
ciccomplislied) Thus it is that these are ‘words expressive* of activity'; 
from nomis, on the other liand, we derive notions of substances and gualities, 
not of activity ; lienee nouns are not ‘ words expressive of activity.' 

The Purvapaksa (B) on this question (B) is that “ the Transcendent a I 
Potency results equally (from both kinds of words. Verbs as well as 
Nouns). ” 

Tn answ(*r to this we hav^e the following Biddhdntn (/y):—- Those \ erbs 
that are expressive of activity bring about the. cognttfon of the accoin pi ishmeni 
of the result, — i.e. such verbs as ^ yajeta' (‘should sacrifice/). — Why 
? — Just because they are expressive of activity ; those words that express 
the idea that ‘ one should make something come about ’ would be just those 
which, when combined with the term ‘desirous of heaven’, would express 
the idea that ‘one should make heaven come about’; thus it is that from 
these words is derived the idea of the ‘accomplishment’ — i.e. the bringing 
about, the fulfilment,--^ of the result ’ ; and what these words, as combined 
with tlu^ (special) acts of sacrifice, gift and libation-pouring, speak of is the 
fulfilment of heaven. How so ? ” — Because ‘ it is this fact that is enjoined'. 

-e.g. by the words expressive of the ‘ sairrifico ’ and otIuT acts. The 
•construction is like this — The ejuestion being ‘ My what shouUI the* man 
seeking Heaven bring about Heaven?’— the answer is— ‘ By such acts a< 
Sacrifice and the rest’ ; — and when what is denoted by a word brings about 
such a result (as Heaven for instance), it can tlo so only tliough bringing 
about an (intervening) transcendental potency, — not in any other way; it is 
thus that the Ajiurva, the Transcendental Potency, comes to be comprehen- 
ded ; hence the said IVanscendent al I’otcmcy comes to bo known through 
the word expressive of the act. It is in this sense that we declare that 
‘words expressive of activity’ are expressive of the Iransccndental 
Potency; not that there is any w'ord which is directly expressive of that 
l^otency.— The fact of the matter is that something has to be brought into 
existemye by the activity denotM by tlw eerfo,- and the desire for Heaven has to 
be fulfilled by some means;— ihua between these two (the Activity and the 
Heaven) there is a mutual relationship, — like that between a carter who has 
lost his horse and another carter who has burnt his cart (i.e. the one 
needing the help that the other can give). For instance (in the ease of the 
sentence ‘ one desiring Heaven should sacrifice * and such others), the verbs 
like ‘ sacrifice ’ (‘ yajeta ’) stand in need of certain factors, — i.c. the meaning 
of the term ‘ yajeta * being, as explained before, that ‘ one should bring about 
something’, it becomes necessary to know — (a) What is to be brought 
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about ? ~{h) Hy what it is* to be brought about ? and (n) How it is to be- 
brougiit ai^out ? — The statement of the purpose by the term ‘ avargakdmah ’ 
(‘desirous of Heaven’) supplies the information as to (a) vjJiat is to be 
brought about . — Such cannot be the explanation of words expressive of 
siibstances and qualities (i.e. Nouns). — Thus we conclude that verbs, being 
expressive of activity, express the Transcendental Potency. 

Objection : — “ Why has the Sutra used both the terms ‘ bihdmrthdh ’ 
(words denoting activity) and ‘ karinaahabddh ’ (verbs, which also denote acts) 

I since both api^ear to be synonymous)? ” 

The answer to this Ls as follows : As a matter of fact, there are certain 
words denoting action’ kartnashabda') which are not ‘expressive of 
liluimnCt or activity’; — e.g. "8htjena\ *chitrd' and such others (which are 
names of sacrifices, but do not. by themselves convey any idea of the agent 
undertaking an activity witli a view to bringing about a certain result). [The 
n^ading \shyemtikntrikddayah' appears tf) be defective, though it appears in 
tile Tanirnvdrtfka also. Text, p. .‘156; from what follows ^ shyenachitradayah ^ 
appears to be th«» correct reading] ; — on the other hand, there arti certain 
' w'ords denoting activity ’ which are not ‘ expressive of act ion ’ ; e.g. 

• bhmxinn \ ‘ bfulva ’ and ‘ bhnti ’ (Being).- 

I The following extracts froiii the Tantracdrtika throw some light upon the f»xact 
signification of the t(*rms ' kannashabda' and * bhdmshabda ' : Says the Hhd^ya 
' 'Phert' are certain Kartnufthabdas, etc.’ Though the proper vrords to l)e cited as ex- 
amples were * yd(ja\ * yajana' and other nouns denoting the action of sarrijiringf 
yot the Bhuyya has cited the words * shyP.na \ etc., which become names of motions 
oidy when appearing in senteiu'es as in apposition to wonls like *yd(ja'\ in fact 
they are recognised as Karmanhabda because of their denoting certain »vctions after 
and along with the injunction of mcrijice i\H instrumental in the bringing about of 
certain results. The Bhayya continues — ‘There are certain Bhdvdrtha words which 
are not Karnuifthabda ' and in this connection, the propcM* words to cite would be 

• bhavayet (bring into existence)', ^kurydt' (make or do) and the like; as those aro 
expressive of the. activity of the agent, and not ‘ bhamna,' • bhuti ' (lleing) whii-h is 
the action of the result that is brought about, not of the agent; though one ot the 
three words cited hy the Bhdyya — * bhdva ' - may ho taken as signifying an activity 
on the j)art of the Agent— by being derived as M'ith the causal allix (in which ease 

’ bhdea' wo«dd he equivalent, not to being, hut to bringing into exist enre 

Question - wYvy should not the hhdvartha words be spoken of as karmastuMa 
when, as a iiiatler of fact, every verbal root is a Karnntshnbda, expressive of 
action ? “ .-I w.v?^;er An undefined general action, that of Being, is incapable of 
l)e!ng performed; hence words denoting such general action cannot ho spoken of as 

• Karniashabda expressive of action ; and it is only words dimotiiig particular acts 
capable of being performed that have been rogardofl as * Karmask(ibda\ — Tantra- 
rdrtika, 'Pranslalion, i)]). 492-41)3, Text, p. 356.] 

How is this to be illustrated? — There are two texts — (a) ^ Shyene^id- 
bkii haran yajUa^ (‘(foiiig to kill, one should sacrifice with the Shyemi' ; 
Sad. Bra. 3, 8. 1), — (b) * Chilrayd yajeta pashukdmah' (‘Desirous of cattle, 
rjiie should sacrifice with the Ghitrd^ ; Tai. Sa. 2. 4. 6. 1). In regard to 
these, it is doubtful if the construction of (a) is * ahyenena abhicharan' 
( • going f o kill with the Shyena'), or ‘ yajeta abhicharan ’ (‘ going to kill, one 
should sacrifice*’), — and that of (b) is chitrayd paahukdinah^ (‘Desirous of 
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cattl**, with the Chltrd'), or * pashukdmo yajeta"* (‘Desii’ous of cattl(% one 
should saerifiee ’ ). — ^It is only when these points are doubtful that there is 
any chaiK^^ of the encpiiry as to whether the words shy ena^ and ^ chitrd') 
are to be taken as injunetive of accessories or as names. — (c) Similarly, in 
connection with the text ‘ DarsJiajmrnxiindsdbhydm svargakdnio yajetu ^ 
(‘Desirous of heaven, one should sacrifice with the Darsha and the P\mm- 
— where the terms ‘ dars^ia^ and * purvMmdsa" denote particular 
times, — is the construction to be ^ darsJmpurnmndsdbhydm svargakdmaJi^ 
(‘Desirous of heaven, through Darsha and Purmivmsa')^ or ' avargakdmo 
yajita" (‘Desirous of heaven, one should sacrifice’). -In all these three 
texts, neither ^ Darsha \ nor ^ PurMnidsa", nor ^ Chitrd\ nor * S hyena ^ is 
‘ expressive^ of activity’ ; nor have these words any connection with the agent 
desiring the particular result, because their case-endings are different from 
those found in the words denoting the agent. -From all this it follows that 
words expressive of substances and fpialities are not expressive of the 
Apdrra (Transcendental Potency). 

I Till* sense of those arguments is as follows ; — If the words ‘ shyena \ 
’‘chitrd', ^darsha'' and ^ purrmnulsa'^ wore directly related to the 
particular results (and as such, wore Blulvashabda, ‘ words expressive of 
activity’), then the ydga (sacritice) itself would not be instrumental in 
the accoinplishiueiit of the results; and tlien words like '‘shyena'' could 
not he taken as names of sacrifices; as it is only because of the co- 
ordination of the instrumental sacrifice with words like ^ shyinma^ that 
these latter come to be regarded as nmnes; not being taken as names, 
these words could not be taken as injunctive of accessories. When 
however the sacrifice is taken as the instrument of the Bhdvand (bringing 
'nit o existence), then, the word ^shyena'* cannot but be taken as the name 
of that sa(?ritice — ^ mi chaisdmarthiml sambandhah'* — says the Bhdsya ; 
this means that the mention of the result has no direct concern 
with the word chitrayd' or ^ shyenena\\ 

StJTRA (2). 

[Savs the Opponent 1 — “As a matter op fact, ‘Atrnvri’v* is 

DENOTED BY ALL (WOBDS) ” ; — IF THIS IS URiiED 
[then the ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWTNi; 

SOTRAj. 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Opponent\-^*\i your view is that words expressive of 
substances and qualities are 'not indicative of the Transcendental Potency 
(Apurva), because they are not ‘ expressive of activity (BMva) ’, — then, we 
urge that * activity is denoted by all words'. — For instance, in the 
sentence * Darshapurnamdsdbhydm svargakdmo yajeta' (‘ Desirous of heaven, 
one should sacrifice with the Darslui and Pumamdsa’), the connection 
between the terms ‘desirous of heaven’ and ‘with the Darsha and Puma- 
mdsa' would be asserted by the term ‘.should sacrifice’; — similarly in the 
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text ‘ Shyenendbhicharan yajUa ’ (‘ Going to kill, oiio should sacrifice with the 
Shyena'), the connection between the terms ‘going to kill’ and ‘with the 
^shyeMa^ would be asserted by the term ‘should sacrifice’ ; — and in the text 
' Chitraya ynjeta pnshukdrnah' (‘Desirous of cattle, one should sacrifice with 
the ChitnV)^ the connection between the terms ‘desirous of cattle’ and 
■‘with the chitrd* would be asserted by the term ‘should sacrifice and 
thus all these words (and not only the term ‘should sacrifice’) are such as 
want the help of some other word to complete their sense ; so that all of 
them are equally expressive of ‘activity’; — and when all the words are 
•equally expressive of ‘activity’, there is nothing to justify the restriction 
that the Transcendental Potency is indicated only by ‘ words expressive of 
particular acts’, and not by those expressive of substane.es and qualities.” 


SUTRA (3). 

Those words are Noons, — on the utteranc^e whereof in 

ACTT'AIi USAGE, THE FORMS OF THE OBJECVrS DENOTED »Y 
THEM BECOME APPREHENDED : CONSEQUENTLY ANY 
NEED FOR OTHERS IS FAR AWAY FROM THEM: 

SPECIALLY AS THEY ARE ACCOMPLISHED 
.ENTITIES AT THE TIME OF BEING 
USED (and SPOKEN OF). 

Bhasya. 

There are certain words in whose case it so happens that when(‘ver 
they are pronounced for the purpose of conveying the idea of what is 
'denoted by them, what is so denoted becomes apprehended in its true form, 
— i.e. as being something which, having come into existence, continues to 
-exist for some time, — and is not, like an act, destroyed as soon as it comes 
into existence ; — these words are Nouns, and these are ‘ words exj^ressivo of 
substances and qualities ’, and such are the objects denoted by ‘ words 
expressive of substances and ({uali ties’. 

Instead of saying that these are ‘words expressive of suhstanees and 
qualities ’, the Sutra has said that ‘ these are Nouns ’, which means that t he 
term ‘ Nouns ’ is synonymous (with the term ‘ words expressive of substanees 
and qualities ’). — “ How do you know this ? ” — We deduce this from the fact 
that the afllxcs taken by tJie words (expressive of substances and qualities) 
are known as ' ndmikV (pertaining to Nt)uns) — “ What are these allixes ? 
They are those that are found in the terms ‘ vrksah\ * rrksau \ ‘ vrksdh ’ 
(denoting substances), and ^ shuklah\ ^ shuklau\ ^ shukhlh' (denoting 
qualities). — Thus the words used in the Sutra are quite right. 

Inasmuch as the objects denoted by these nouns are not momentary 
(but lasting), — ‘ any need for others is far away from them ’ ; that is, they 
do not stand in need of anything else in the shape of a Primary (to which 
they would bo subsidiary); these have not got to bo produced, ^herause they 
are accomplished entities at the time of being used and. spoken of\ — i.e. they 
-are already in existence at. the time that they are used. 
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SUTRA (4). 

Those words, on the other hand, are Verbs — on the utter- 
ance WHEREOF WHAT IS DENOTED BY THEM IS NOT IN 
EXISTENCE ; HENCE IT IS THROUGH THESE THAT IT 
(THE Transcendental Potency) would 
BE coc^nised; as what is denoted 

BY THEM IS DEPENDENT (UPON 
OTHER factors). 

Bhasya. 

‘ Those, vmrds on the uUerance whereof what is denoted by them is not in 
e:mste.nce\ — i.e. what is denoted by thorn does not exist at the time that 
they are pronounced, — ‘are Verbs* •, — i.e. these are ‘words denoting 
JKJtivity (BtUiva)' \ the Sutra has taught us this by using the other 
synonym V verbs'). — “In wliat way are the terms ^verbs' and ‘words 
denoting activity’ synonymous?” — That they are so is indicated by 
the fact that tlu^ aftixes taken by the ‘ words denoting activity ’ are called 
"dkhydtikl' (pertaining to verbs) — -“What are these affixes?” — They are 
t hose that are found in the terms ‘pacW^, ^ pavlmtah '*^ ^ pachanti', and so 
forth. 

For this reason the 7’ranscendental l^jtency w ould be cognised through 
these w^ords; because what is denoted by verbs is soynething to be brought 
into existence; lienco when these verbs are pronounced along with words, the 
tilings donot('d by which are accomplished entities, — these latter entities art' 
takem as subserving the purposes of what is to he brought into existence; as it 
is only thus that they would ho serving a visible purpose; because the 
\coming into existence of what is to be brought into existence for a speciat 
purpose serves a distinctly useful purpose; and it is brought about by what 
is already an accomplished entity ; — thus does a visible purpose become 
served. — There would be no such purpose found to bo fulfilled if what is to 
be brought into existence were taken as subserving the purposes of wdiat is 
already an acemnplished entity ; so that in this case an invisible (trans- 
cendental purpose) would have to bo assumed. From this it follow^s that 
the sacrifice (wliich is yet to bo accomplished) cannot be taken as subserving 
t he purpose of a sufystance (which is already an accomplished entity). 

Further, ‘ what is denoted by them is dependent upon other factors ’ — 
that is, what is denoted by them is dependent upon the human agent ; 

‘ Bhdvanu' (Activity) is so called only when it is related to a human agent; 
specially because the term ‘ bhdvayet ’ (‘ should bring into existence ’) denotes 
(through the conjugational affix) the human agent ; it is for this reason that 
the sentence ‘ one desirous of Heaven should sacrifice ’ conveys the idea of 
( 1) the human agent, as also (2) the sacrifice, and (3) the relationship (between 
them). — On the other hand, if we had a sentence in the form ‘ svargakdma 
dvavyerM * (‘ one desirous of Heaven, by substance there being no Verb), it 
would convey the idea of (1) the human agent, and (2) the substance, but 
not of any relationship (between them). 



174 


SHABARA-BHA.^YA : 


Says the Opponent : — “ What we mean is that the verb ‘ yajlta * 
(* should sacrifice’) would signify the relationship between the hmnan agent 
seeking to accomplish a purpose and the substance^ — in the form * one 
should bring into existence by means of the substance * ; so that the ‘ bring- 
ing into existence’ of the purpose is understood to be brought about b>' 
means of the substance; and thus there would be the required ‘ need for 
others’ also.” 

True, it is so understood that ‘ one should bring into existence by 
means of the substance’ ; but this is understood through Syntactical Connec- 
tion i while the idea that ‘one should bring into existence by means of the 
sacrifice ’ is understood through Direct Assertion.- -Further, when the 
relationship of the sacrifice is predicated in the form ‘ one slioiild bring into 
existence by means of the sacrifice’, — ^at that time, the relationship of the 
s'iJbstance in the form ‘one sliould bring into existence by means of the 
substance ’ could not be predicated. Then again, if the relationship of the 
substance would be predicated, any relationship with the verb * yajeta' 
should sacrifice^) also could not bo predicated [as one and the same 
sentence could not have two predicates] ; — it could bo possible if tJic fonner 
(the relationship of the substance) were only referred lo\ but in that case*, 
there would be predication and reference at one and the same time, which is 
impossible. Thus, there would be a conflict between Direct Assertion ((»f tin* 
relationship of Sacrifice) and Syntactical Connection (indicating the relation- 
ship of the Substance); and in the case of such conflict, if is Direct 
Assertion which is the more powerful ; consequently tlien* ran be no 
connection between the hutnan agent seeking to accomplish, a inir yn.se and tin* 
substance \ — so that, so long as there is no conne(;tion betw(*f.*n t he substanee 
and ‘ the person desiring heaven’, it is not possible for the substance to be 
conducive to the fulfilment of heaven. 

This is the reason that justifies the restriction that tin? 'rransceiidtuitsd 
Potency is indicated by ‘words denoting activity’, and not by 'words 
denoting Substances and Qualities’. When therefore the words iis<*(l 
are * ydgena kurydC (‘should bring about by sacrifiee’), t)u*n ih<* word must 
bo taken as expressive of the sacrifice, — and tlu* connee.tion of the term 
^ (tarshapurryi'irydsdbhydnC (‘by means of Darsha and Purnannlsa' ) would be 
obtained only by Indirect indication, based upon the fact that tlu* sticrlfire is 
enjoined as to be performed on the Darsha and Fnrruimdsa da\ s. 



Adhikarai^a (2) : There is such a thing as Apurva, 
Transcendental Potency. 

«Otra (5). 

Thekb! is ApOrva, because action (is enjoined). 

Bhasya. 

[Tlio foroj?oiiig discussion, as to the word that indicates the Transcen- 
dental Potency, has presupposed tJie existence of tliis Potency itself; but in- 
asmuch as the existence of such a potency is not generally admitted, the 
present Adhikarana proceeds to <\stablish its existence. — Tanlrmnirtika — 
Trans., p. 497.J 

[The Purvapakm of this Adhikarana is sot forth only in the form of the 
question] — “ How is it known that there is such a thing as ‘ Apiirvn \ Trans- 
cendental Potency ? ” 

The answer to this, which embodies the Siddhdnta, is supplied by the 
Sutra — There is Apurva, because action is cnyome//.— -The word * chodaud' (in 
the Sutra) we explain as Apurva \ hence the meaning of the Sutra is that 
there is such a thing as Ajiurm,- because action is enjoined — in such 
injunctions tis ‘ Desirous of Heaven, one should sacrifice.’ Otljcrwiso, — if 
there were no sucli thing as Apurva — ^sueh an injunction would be meaning- 
less ; as the act of tlu? sacrifice itself is perishable ; so that if the sacrifice 
were to perish without bringing into oxisteiice something else, then the cause 
having coas(»d to e.xist, the result (in the shape of Heaven) could never 
come about. — ^Froin this it follows that the sacrifice does bring into existence* 
something (some Force or Potency whicli continues to exist and op<*rate till 
s!ich time as the F^esult is actually brought about). — If it be argued tliat 
“ on the strength of the declaration of a (jertain result following from a 
certain sacrificer, it may bo presumed that the act of sacrifice itself does 
not perish (but continues to exist till the appearance of the result)’’, the 
answer is that such a presumj)tion cannot be right; because* e)f tlu* Act 
{sacrifice) itself, we do not perceive any other form (save the one that is 
perishable, and hence not able to bring about the final result) ; as a matter 
of fact, that alono is called an ‘act’ which transpfises its substratum from 
one place to another; and no such transposition is possible for the Soul 
(which alone could bo the lasting suKstratum for the act, if it were to con- 
tinue till the appearance of the result), — beciause the Soul is omnipresent 
land as such there can be no change of position for it) ; that the Soul is pre- 
sent in all places is indicated by the fact that its functioning (in the shape 
of the experiencing of pleasure, pain, etc.,) is foimd evt^rywhere. — [Sa\'s 
the opponent, who holds that the Soul is no larger than the body encas- 
ing it] — “ That same fact (of the Soul functioning everywhere) may be a- 
sign of its going from one place to another”. — [We have adopted the read- 
ing ‘ nanu ’ for ^ruitAi'* x the Tantravdriika favours ‘ nanu though it provides 
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an explanation of the other reading also — see Translation, p. 617]. — [The 
answer to this is that] we perceive no incongruity in the view that the Soul 
does not move from place to place [while there are several incongruities in 
the view that it does so move, — for which see Tantravdrtika — ^Translation^ 
p. 518J. — ^Thus then, the only possible alternative is that the act (of sacrifice) 
subsists in the material substance (offered), and this substance has perished 
(ceased to exist); and when the substratum (in the shape of the substance) 
has perished, it is understood that the act (sacrifice) itself has perished. — If 
it bo urged that “the substratum (substance) has not perished”, — that can- 
not bo true, as all that is found to be left of the substance (offered at the 
sacrifice) is mere ash. — ^It might be argued that “ even while the ash is there 
the substance is there (in the form of that ash)”, — that cannot bo right; be- 
caiLse what exists must be perceived, and yet the substance is not perceived (in 
the ashes). — “ Tlie very fact of the bringing about of the result would be indi- 
cative of the presence of the substance (at the time of the appearance of the 
result).” — Tu that case, it is necessary for the other party to answer the 
objection that there is no perception of the substance. — It might be arg\ied 
that “ the non-perception might bo due to one or the other of the various 
reasons of non-perception, such as the subtle character of the substance [or 
•being too remote’ or ‘too near’, or ‘the inefficiency of the perceptive 
organ’, or ‘ absent-mindedness ’ —enumerated in Sdhkhyakarika], — If such 
is the view, then it comes to this that something has to bo assumed ; and 
the question to be considered is — is it the Apurva that should bo assumed — 
or some reason for the non-perception of the existing substance ? There is 
always some justification for making a general assumption, and none for a 
particular one [so that while there may bo some justification for the assum- 
ing of a general potency in the shape of the Ajjurva, there can bo none for 
assuming a reason for the noii-percoj)tioii of every particular object, as there 
will have to bo a separate reason for each particular case of non-perception]. 

—“[In order to avoid those diHiculties, we may hold that] the Act continues 
to exist without any substratum ”. — But this assumption also would bo open 
to the same objections (as those sought to be avoided). 

[The translation follows the explanation supplied by the Tantravdrtika, 
which says * Evamamlshritakannakalpandydmapr — See Translation, p. 523. 
— ^It may also bo rendered as follows: — “There will bo this justification h)r 
assuming a special reason for the non -perception of the existing substance 
that, in the absoiic(i of such a substance, there would be no substratum for 
the Act.” — The answer to this is that even this remains open to the same 
objections]. — (In order to avoid all these difficulties) it might be held that 
•* we shall assume some such character in the Act whereby it will not carry 
its substratum (i.e. the Soul) to another place”. — This also will be open to 
the same (objections [such as the incongruity of denying a perceptible fact 
and assuming of what is not pi^rceptible — says Tantravdrtika — Trans., 
p. 523]. — From all this it follows that the act of sacrifice is perishable, and 
because it is perishable, therefore there is such a thing as Apurva (brought 
into existence by tlie Act). 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? ” 

It is as follows: — If ‘words denoting Substances and Qualities’ also 
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wert^ indicative of Apurva, — as hold by tho Purvapaksa — then, on substances 
and qualities being spoilt, no substitutes could bo employed; — this would be 
the case if tho Purvapaksa view were accepted. If, on the other hand, tho 
Sifldhdnta view were accepted (that Apurva is indicated only by ‘ words 
denoting activity * ), then, tho performance of the Act could be proceeded with 
after tulopting a substitute for the substance or quality that may have been 
spoilt. 

[The Purvapaksa argument against the assumption of Apurva is thus stated by 
Prahhakara : — “ The injunction imparted by the injunctive word only urges the 
agent to the performance of a certain action, and not towards anything desired 
by him ; the action is something ephemeral, and is not present immediately before 
the attainment of heaven by the agent ; hence in order to meet these dilticulties we 
must accept the sacrifice itself to be either everlasiing, or bringing about either a 
certain faculty in fhe agent, or the favours of the deity ; and there is no reason for 
assuming any such thing as Apurva.” 

In answer to the above, he continues — 

‘ At the very outset you commit a mistake in assuming that the injunction 
prompts the agent to action ; what the injunction really does is to prompt him 
to exertion ; and the particular action denoted by the root is only the object of 
that exertion. Thus then, what is denoted by the injunctive sentence is the 
‘’Niyoga decree or mandate ; this ‘ mandate ’ urges the man to exertion ; and this 
• exertion * pertains to some sort of action denoted by tho verb. The assumption 
that the action itself is everlasting is against all evidence; the Soul also is, by 
its very omnipresence, inactive ; hence what brings about the final result cannot 
abide in the Soul.’ 

The above passage from the RrihatT is not quite clear ; nor has it been possible 
f«)r us to obtain a manuscript of this portion of the commentary, Rijuvimala. But 
the whole subject is discussed, from the Prahhakara standpoint, in tho Prakarana- 
panchika (pago 185 et .vr. 7 .), from which the following may be gleaned : — 

There can bo no doubt as to the ephemeral character of the sacrifice itself ; it 
is borne out by everyday experience. Nor can the sacrifice be held to be laid 
down for the purpose of obtaining the favour of the deity ; as there is no evidence 
in support of this; as a matter of fact also, sacrifices are never performed for that 
purpose ; the deity is only one to w’hom the offering is made ; and wo could please 
a deity by only such acta as could reach it; then again, it is not possible for any 
deity to get at all the offerings made by different men at all times ; specially 
because no deity is eternal or omnipresent. Nor can we accept tho view that 
the verb with tho injunctive affix expresses an action tending to produce in the 
a^ent, a certain faculty, which is the immediate cause of the final result. This 
is the view, favoured by Kumarila. We cannot accept this view, os there is no 
proof for the postulating of the appearance of any such faculty in tho agent. That 
the sacrifice produces such a faculty is not proved either by Perception or by 
Inference, or even by Verbal Assertion, — there being no Vedic texts pointing to 
any siudi faculty ; specially as we find that the action is brought about by the 
t'xertion of the agent: and therefore the causal potency must reside in this 
f^xertion, — which exertion therefore should be denoted by the injuncitive sentence. 
The assumption of the faculty in question might be said to be proved by 
])resumption, based upon the consideration that tho action cannot bo tho cause 
of the final result, without some such faculty lasting during the time intervening 
between tho completion of the action and the appearance of the result-. But what 
presumption can justify us iii assuming is some faculty or potency in that thing 
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itself which is found to he incapable in the absence of that faculty ; so in the case in 
question, the presumption can only point to some faculty in the action, and not in 
the agent ; hence what is brought about by the faculty abiding in the agent cannot 
1)0 regarded as produced by the action. 

The whole matter of what the BtmUa calls ‘ Apiirva ’ and the Prubhdkam 
‘ Siyoga \ is thus explained in the Prakaratmpahchika (p. 187) : — 

(1) The second aphorism of Adhyaya I has shown that what the injunctive 
sentence denotes is Karya, something to be brought about. (2) In the beginning of 
Adhyaya VI, it has been shown that, of this Karya denoted by the sentence, the 
Niyqjya ~\.e, the person prompted to its bringing about is one who is desirous 
of acquiring for himself some desirable result in the shape of Heaven and the 
like, -this being rclalod lo the Karya. (3) In the Badaryadhikarana (HI. 1. 3) 
it has been proved that it is the karya that is the direct cause of the production of 
that desirable result which is desired by (and as such, qualifies) the prompted 
person, (t) In Ihe Dventadhikarana (TX. T. 9) the Bhftsya.has shown that this 
karya cannot be the art (of sacrificing, for instance) : as this art cannot ])o.ssi»)ly 
be the direct cause of the final result: nor could it be held to lead to the result 
through the favour of the deity to whom the sacrifice is offered: nor can it be 
regarded as leading to the result through a certain potency in the agent : and it is 
well-known that either the act itself, or any potency abiding in itself, does nof- last 
long enough to bring about tho result. (5) Jn the Apilrrudhikarana (IT. 1. 5), 
we have the final conclusions led up to by all the above adhlkaramts. That which 
is denoted by the injunctive affix and other factors of tho injunclion is the karya 
inhering in the agent %vho is prompted by the sentence, and as connected with 
whom the karya is indicated; as this karya is not cognisable by any r)fhci' means 
of knowledge, it has been called ‘ Apurva \ something new. not known hrforr. Tho 
connection of this karya, with the agent and the action may he thus traced : the 
karya by its very nature is something brought about V>y kriti, or operation ; and 
this operation is none other than the exertion of the agent. In tho Bharurth- 
adhikarana (II. I. 1) again, it is shown that no such exertion is possible, in- 
dependently of some act denoted by tho verbal root. lienee what the injunefive 
sentence denotes, in this connection, is the Niyoga or prompting, relating to that 
act. This act, thus being the object of that prompting, comes to be spoken of 
as the ‘ instrument ’ by which that prompting is accomplished, as shown undoT- 
HI. 1. 3. Even though the karya is brought into existence at a time other than 
that of the appearance of tho final result, yet, inasmuch as it is inseparably related 
to the prompted agent, — in whom the desire foi that result is present.— there is 
nothing incongruous in regarding that karya as the direct cause of the result . This 
karya has been called * Apurva ’ by the Bhasya by reason of its being something mar 
to all other means of knowledge, sa\'o the injunctive sentence ; but ihe name given 
to it by Prabhakara is - Niyoga ’ or prompting, by reason of the fact that it acts as 
an incentive to the prompted person {Niyojyn) and makes him put forth an 
exertion towards the accomplishment of the action denoted by the verbal root, 
'fhis karya or Niyoga is expressed neither by the verbal root, nor by the injunctive 
affix, nor by any other word in the sentence, but it is denoted by the sentence as a 
whole ; all other necessary factors being expressed by the several words of the sentence 
individually, what the sentence as a whole expresses is this Niyoga (Mandate) as 
related to the prompted person expressed by one of the words in the sentence 
(i.e. the word signifying the result, the person desiring which is the prompted 
person). That the Niyoga is thus expressed by a sentence is also proved by t he fact 
that the general rule is that, that which is the principal thing made known by 
the sentence forms its ‘ meaning * ; and there is no doubt that of all the things made 
known by tho sentence, the Niyoga is the most important; for even though the 
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final result has all the appearance of the most important factor, yet it is the Niyoga 
that is really such, because it is the direct and immediate cause of the result, and it 
is also the immediate effect of the action performed ; also, because the result' 
also has to be regarded as subservient to the Niyoga, in view of the fact that 
the result enters as one of the factors necessary for the making up of the full 
cliaracter of the Niyoga. To explain — The Niyoga cannot be a true Niyoga until 
there is a Niyojya, the person to be prompted to exertion, as without exertion there 
can be no N iyoga : then again, without the agent there can bo no exertion : and 
lastly, it is only the person desiring the result issuing from the undertaking that 
is entitled to its perfoi-rnance ; thus indirectly, through the agent, the result 
becomes a necessary factor in the Niyoga ; this relation between the Niyoga. and 
the result being similar to that between the master and the servant : without 
the servant the master cannot be a tnio ‘ master *, and yet it is the master that is 
the more important person of the two. 

The Praharanapanrhikd raises an interesting quest ion liere : — 

“ Granted that the injunctive sentence — * One desiring heaven should perform 
the Jyotistomu ' expresses the Niyoga as proceeding from the action of Jyotitjtoma 
sacrifice, and as being the direct cause of attaining heaven. But just as the 
sacrifice, being an effect, has only an ephemeral existence, and cannot continue till 
the appearance of the result, —so in the same manner, the Niyoga also, as an effect, 
could not but be transient, and as such unable to continue till the appearance of the 
result. Thus the very purpose for which the hypothesis of the Niyogtt has been pul' 
forward, fails to bo accomplished by it. This cuts off the ground entirely from 
under the whole fabric of the Niyoga or Apurva." 

'Jlie author fails to answer this objection satisfactorily. All that lie says is 
that the Nijaga does not bring about the result iinmodiatcly after it itself comes 
into existence, but in its action towards the bringing about of the result., it .stands 
in need of certain auxiliaries, which are not always av ailalile, and until whose 
appearance the result cannot appear. This explanation does nut meet the dilViculty 
that'the N i yoga itsvlt cannot, and does not, exist at the time that the result appears. 
He has explained hi another place that it is through the prompted agent that the 
though itself appearing at the present time, brings about the result at a 
future time. This, however, is as much as to say that the Ntyoga produces some- 
thing in the agent, which latter something brings about tho result ; and thus this 
much-vaunted theory of the Brabhakara is found to be loss acceptable than the 
Hhatla view, by which the action (of sacrificing) itself produces a certain faculty in 
the agent, which faculty brings about the result at the proper time: while BrabVia- 
kara appears to assume a Niyoga intervening between Uio action and tho something 
lasting that is produced in tho agent, ho does not call it * faculty but which comes 
to bo the same thing. In order to meet the difficulty, Shalikaniitha has been forced i o 
call in the aid of * destiny ’ ; he says that it is only when the Niyoga is aided by destiny 
that it brings about the result. This after all, is a very poor explanation to bo 
offered by the ‘ Mimdmsanisnata ' as he has called the followers of l^rabhakarn. 

Another ({uostioii arising in this connexion is that, what has been said above 
may be all right, so far as those actions are concerned which are laid down to bo 
performed with a view to a certain result ; but how would it apply to those actions 
which are to bo performed merely in fulfilment of a duty incumbent upon all per- 
sons, without reference to any result, or to those passages that lay down the non- 
doing of certain acts ? Tho answer to this is that, in the explanation of Niyoga, the 
Brabhakara has brought in the cesidty not as something desired by the agent, but 
only as something the presence of which makes a person entitled to the performance 
of a certain act ; in the case of those actions, then, that are laid down as mceumry 
duties to be performed throughout HJey any person who is endowed with life being 
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entitled to the performance of those acts, the character of the agent becomes fully 
accomplished ; and this is all that is needed for the explanation of the N iyoga. 

By Kumarila's view the Apiirva is ‘ a potency in the principal action, or in the 
agent, which did not exist prior to the performance of the action, and whose exis- 
tence is proved by the authority of the scriptures/ Before the sacrifices laid down 
as leading to Heaven are performed, there is in the sacrifices themselves in the first 
place, an incapacity to lead any person to heaven, and in the second place, in the 
agent, to attain heaven. Both these incapacities are set aside by the performance 
of the sacrifice ; and this performance also creates a positive potency or force, by 
virtue of which heaven is attained ; and to this latter force or capacity wo give the 
name ‘ Apiirva \ The proof of the existence of such an Apiirva lies in Bresumption, 
— based upon the fact that without some such force or potency many Vedic passages 
are wholly inexplicable. Bor instance, there are many passages dealing with the 
fact that certain sacrifices lead the sacriheer to heaven, — the idea being that he 
goes to heaven, not indeed immediately on the completion of the sacrifice, but 
after death. The question then arises, that as a general rule the effect comes into 
existence while its cause is still present, or immediately after the cause has ceased 
to exist; but in the case in question, the sacrifice ceases to exist at the present 
time, while the attainment of heaven comes ten or twelve or inon? years later. 
This can be explained only by the hypothesis that the sacrifice, on its (jompletion, 
produces directly a certain potency or faculty in the agent, which resides in him, 
like many other faculties, throughout life, at the end of which it leads him to 
heaven. Without some such intervening potency- as the connecting link between 
the sacrifice and its result- -the causal relation between these two cannot be ex- 
plained. Apiirva thus is nothing more than a force set in motion by the per- 
formance of the action — this force being the direct instrument whereby, sooner or 
later, the action accomplishes its result. There is nothing incongruous in this 
hypothesis ; as every action is actually found to set going certain forces, either in 
some substance, or in persons connected with some substances ; and the force thus 
set going accomplishes its result, as soon as it reaches its full development with the 
aid of attendant auxiliaries. The whole process is thus briefly stated systematically 
in N yayamalaviatara ■ 

(1) “The sentence — ‘one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices ' - lays 

down the fact that the sacrifice is instrumental in the bringing about 
of the attainment of heaven. 

(2) Then arises the question— how can the sacrifice which ceases to exist at 

the moment that it is complete, bring about the result at a much later 
time ? 

(3) 'rhe answer to this is that the sacrifice accomplishes the final result 

through the agency of the force called ‘ Apiirva \ 

(4) A further question arises- how is the Apiirva brought into existence ? 

(5) The answer is -by the performance of the sacrifice. 

In all simple sacrifices, there is a single Apunja leading to a single result. But 
there are certain elaborate sacrifices which are highly complex, being made up of a 
number of subsidiary sacrifices. »Such for instance as the Darnhapaurna’inasa sacri- 
lices. In all such sacrifices, there are as a rule four kinds of Apurva : 

(1) The Phalapurva — that which brings about the result directly, and which 

is the immediate cause of the result ; 

(2) the Samialuyapurva ; — in the JJarshapauniamam sacrifices, the three main 

sacrilices performed on the Moonless day form one group and the three 
performed on the Full Moon day emother group ; each of these groups 
occurring at different points of time could not have a single apurva ; 
hence each group h€ks a distinct Apurva of its own, the two Apurms 
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combining to produce the final PhaJapurvn; and each of these distini't 
A puroas is c-all a snmwlayapurva ; 

(U) the UffTtiUynpiirva ; i.e. the three Ajwi'ma following from each of the 
throe sacrifices forming the Darsha group : these three ApUrvatt lead to 
the Samudayajmron of the ‘ Paurmtmam ’ group, which leads to the 
final Phafapurva; 

(4) the A^yapurva; -each of these sacrifices of the group is made up of a 
number of minor acts, each of which in its turn, must have a distinct 
Apvt'va of its own; as otherwise the act could not help in the final 
Phftlapunm.] 



ADHiKABAijrA (3): JHmsion of Acta into ‘ Primary' and 

‘ Secondary’, 

SUTRA ((»). 

They (Verbs ahd Acts i)ENotki> by them) are of two kinds — 
Secondary and Primary. 

Bhasya. 

[From the £orogoing Adhikarana it would appear as if therr- were an .Apurvft 
resulting from every aot. In order to remove this misconception, the author now 
proceeds to point out the division of Acts into ‘secondary* and * primary \ -the 
idea being that it is only the Primary Act that dire<;tly brings about an Apurnt, 
the Secondary Act only helps the Primary.] 

[t has been understood that Bfytmsfuthfias (Wrbs) are expressive of 
A(;t8. As a matter of fact, however, there are se\'eral kinds of Verbs, such 
as *ynjntiA (‘sacrifices'), ^jnhotr (‘pours the libation), ^ thidOtV (‘gives’); 
also several of such other kinds as ^dogffhfA (‘milks’), "jtlnaftfi' (• pounds’), 
‘ vildpayati' (‘molts’), and so forth. 

With regard to those Verbs, there arises the (piestion Are all these 
verbs expressive of a Primary Act ? Or, are some expressive of onl.A* a* 
preparatory (secondary) Act ? 

I’he Piirvapaksa on this point is that — “inasmuch as all are efiuaily 
* hJtdvdrt/ui\ verbs expressive of activity, they are all expressive of Primary 
Acts'\ 

In answer to this wo have the following SMfidnffi : -Verbs are t«> be 
classed under two heads — some are expressive of Primary A(rts, others ar<; 
expressive of preparatory (secondary) Acts. Kven so, all these acts would 
be useful; and a useful purpose being thus served by all of them, there 
would be no justification for the assuming of an Apurva following from all. 
'J’hus then all verbs arc not expressive of Primary Acts. 



Adhikarai^a (3A) : Definition of the Prhnary Act. 

SUTKA (7). 

Thosk acts are ‘ Primary’ which arf] not meant to be pro- 
ductive (OR preparatory) of material substances; 

BECAUSE THE MATERIAL SUBSTANCE IS A 
SUBORDINATE FACTOR. 

Bhasi/a. 

Says the Opponent- It is true that according to the conclusion arrived 
at ill the foregoing Adhikaraim, there would bo need for assuming fewer 
transcendental potencies; and to that extent, this view is quite reasonable. 
But we find no grounds for discrimination as to which Acts lead to Apurva 
and which do not’*. 

'J’hc answer to this is that those verbs that denote such acts as are not 
j noant to be preparatory or productive of a material substance are ‘ Primary ’ 
— i-o. expressive of Primary Acts , — because the material substance is a sub- 
ordinate factor; i.e. the material substance is a secondary factor, being sub- 
servient to the accomplishment of the .Id, which is what is most desired. 



Adhikarai^a (3B) : Definition of the Secondary {Subsidiary) 

Act. 

8UTRA (8). 

Those, on the other hand, that are meant to be productive 
(or preparatory) of a material substance are to be 

REGARDED AS ‘ SUBSIDIARY ’ ; BECAUSE IN REGARD 
TO THESE, THE MATERIAL SUBSTANCE IS THE 
DOMINANT FACTOR. 

Jihasya. 

Tn those cases where the Acts are intended to be produ(?tive (or pre- 
paratory) of the material substance, the Act should be recogni8(?d as subsi- 
diary ; — why ? — because in the case of such an Act, the material substance 
would be the dominant factor, — ^Tn the case of such acts as are expressed 
by verbs like * jfajefn^ (‘ should sacrifice’), it is clear that they are not meant 
to bo productive of any material substance; hence verbs like these are 
expressive of Primary Acts, because in the casci of the acts, the material 
substance is the suborflinate factor. But in the case of acts expressed b> 
such verbs as ‘ p'nuistr (‘pounds’), it is clear that they are meant to be pre- 
paratory of a material substance; hence these verbs are exprossiNe ol 
subsidiary Acts. -This is the ground for differentiation among acts (as 
whicli are, and whicli are not, productive of the Apurva). 

The pmpose served by this differentiation is that Vrlhi being th< 
!naterial at the archetypal sacrifice, —and tkreshiny having been laid down a> 
to bo done to the Vrthiy — as, at the ectypal sacrifice, the material to be useti 
for the cooked offering is the Priyangu corn, — if according to the l*urrjr 
paksn view, all acts were equally ‘primary*, then the * thresh hvj (tf t/n 
Vrihl ’ would be a pritnary act, no portion of which could be left out ; Sf 
that even at the sacTifice where Priyangu is the prescribed material, it 
would become necessary to do the ‘ threshing of th(^ Vrihi and hence for that 
purpose, to bring in the Vrlhi also; while according to the Sifkl/nlnta, tht 
‘ threshing of the X'^rihi’ would be a subsidiary act, meant only to be sancti 
ficatory or preparatory of the particular material Vrihi ; so that there woiik; 
be no need for doing the ‘ threshing of the Vrihi ’, or bringing in the VrViiy at 
a sacrifice where the prescribed material is Priyangu, 



Adhikaraista (4) : Acts like ‘Sammarjana’ ( Washing) 
are not ‘ Primary \ 

SUTRA (9). 

[PCRVAPAKSA]— “ So FAR AS THE ELEMENT OF ‘ DhaRMA ’ IS CON- 
CERNED, EVERY Act should be ‘ primary ’ ; because of 
NON -ACCOMPLISHMENT (OF ANY MATERIAL SUBSTANCE) ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF PrAYAJA 

Bkasya. 

| The general principles ot differentiation of acta into * Primary ’ and ‘ Subsi- 
diary ’ having been laid down, the author now proceeds to deal with the case of a 
few particular acts.] 

We meet with such texts as * Snwham samnmrsfi -Ay nlm aammdrsti,-- 
Paridhim sammJrsti, — Puro^isham paryaynikarotP. (Taittirlya- Brahman a 
‘3. 3. 1 ). — In regard to these there arises the question — Are the two acts that 
arc spoken of here — viz. Washiyiy ami Takiny round the Fire — ‘primary’ or 
* subsidiary ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa on this question is as follows: — “The mere act — i.e. to 
the extent that it does not suffice to fulfill the visible purpose (of bringing 
about a material substance) — is what w^o call ‘ the element of Dharnm ’ ; and this 
should bo a ‘primary’ act ; — why ’!—~herau/ie of non ‘accomplishment of any 
help ; i.e. an Act of this kind tioes not render any help to the material sub- 
stance ; it is onl^' when an act of this kind ac;complishes a material substance 
that it is regarded as ‘subsidiary’; and as it is only an act of this latter 
kind that is ‘subsidiary’, the act under consideration must bo regarded as 
‘ primary 

KtJTRA (10). 

[Siudhanta) — But the Act in question should be of the same 

CHARACTER AS i)THKRS : BECAUSE OF SIMILARITY IN THE 

TEXTS. 

Bhmya, 

The particle ‘ vCi ’ (‘ but’) sets aside the Purmpakm, 

Acts of the kind that are under consideration should be of the same 
character as other subsidiary acts, — such as the Thresh iny of Vrihi ; — why ? — 
because of the similarity in the texts in all these texts (speaking of the 

acts) we find the same Accusative ending in connection with the terms 
denoting material substances; for instance, just as we have the Accusative 
ending in the word * rrlhln\ in the text ‘ Vrihin avahanlP (T. B. 3. 2. 6. h) 
which enjoins the act of threshing , — so have we also in the word ‘ aynim ’ in 
the injunction Agnim snmmdr8ti\ and in the word * pur odd shorn' in the 
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injunction * Purodnshnniparyagnikaroti “ Ts there any such rule as that the 
Accusative ending is to bo found only in connection with material substances 
mentioned in texts injunctive of subsidiary acts, — on the basis of which rule, 
you conclude the acts in question to be subsirfiary, from the fact that these 
also contain the Accusative ending?” — Certainly not, we reply. What we 
mean is that the Accusative ending has been declared to convey the idea of 
•what is most desired by the Agent’, — that the same Accusative ending is 
found in the words in question, — hence it follows that what is signified by the 
term with that ending is ‘ what is most desired *, — if that is the ‘ most desired ’ 

( and as such, the dominant factor), then the Act mentioned in the text must 
be a ‘ subsidiary ' one. — Though it is true that the ‘ subsidiary character ’ 
of Acts is not cognisable by such Means of Cognition as Sense -perception 
and the like, — yet it is cognised by means of ‘ Word — From all this it 
follows that the Acts under question are ‘ subsidiary’. 

SUTRA (11). 

[()bje(jtion| — ‘‘Hut (in many cases) thkkb ts iN.iuNi^TroN of the 
MATERIAL SCBSTANCE (AS THE SUBORDINATE FA(TOR) — IK THIS 
HE UR(iED (THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWINCJ 

Sutra). 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent — “ Evidently your view is that — inasmuch as the 
word has the Accusative ending, the substance (signified by it) must b(‘ the 
predominant factor. — But this is not right, because we find the Accusative 
ending also in words which denote the substancje as the subordinate factor; — 
<*.g. ill su<;h texts as * Sakfiln juholP (T. S. li, .‘L 8. 4), Mu rutam Jufiotl \ 
Ekakapdlnn juhotV [wlu*rc‘ the material substances Saktu and the T*est an* 
distinctly subordinate to the action of Honin 

SITTRA (12). 

(Answer) — Not so; because, in reality (the A(‘(’usative 
ENDINC; always INDICATES THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR], 

— AS IS FOUND TO BE THE CASE IN COMMON 
parlance; and it is only in special CASES 

THAT THAT FACTOR MAY BE TAKEN AS Sirfl- 
SERVIENT, ON ACCOUNT OF ITS SUBSERV- 
INC THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of facft, the Accusative ending never indicates the subor- 
dinate factor; learned people have taught us that (a) ‘The Accusative case- 
ending signifies tlu* objc'ctive’ (Panini 2. 3. 2), and (b) ‘The objective is that 
which is most desired by the Agent’ (Panini 1. 4. 49). — in common 
parlance also wo do not find the Accusative ending indicating a subordinate 
factor. Kven in such instances as — {a) * Tari4'^^'^ odanam pacha^ (‘Pre- 
pare cooked rice of these rice ’ ), what is meant is ‘ Prepare this rice for the 
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purpDst^ of obtaining cookcfl rice'*; so that it is tho rice (to be prepared > 
• whieJi is still ‘what is most desired’; similarly in the sentence ^ Balvajdn 
shikhnn^ihln kuru"' (‘Make bundles of straws’), it is tlie straws tiiernselves 
tied u}) in the form of bundles that are ‘ what is iiuist desired Tlie significance- 

of wf»rds is determined by common, not VetUr, usage. — In common parlance 
also when the verb ^ juhoti ’ (‘ offers into the Fire *) is \ised along witli a word 
with the Accusative ending, it is possible to say that the Accusative ending 
ifidicates ‘ what is most desired * ; for instanee» in the sentence ‘ Tanduldtt 
juhujdhi ’ (‘ Offer the rie(i into tho F’ire ’ ), the idea intended to be conveyed may 
be ‘Relate the rice to the act of offering into fin»’ and many such others. 
--Tt has already been declared that it is not right to attribute several mean- 
ings to a single word. 

Tlius then, it having Ijcen established that the* Accusative ending indi- 
cates the predominant hu^tor, it would be only in very special cases (where 
the said indication of tin* pre^dofninant factor would I:m' impossible) that it 
r*ould bt» assumed to indicate the subservient factor. 

Question . — “But in th<» Veda, how could the subservient factor be indi- 
< ated by tlu* Accusative ending ? ” 

Answer, — In fact, wherever the Accusative ending is used, the idea 
conveyed to us is always that of the predominant factor ; — and when this pre- 
dominance has be<Mi conn^rehcnded, it might be denied only if there were some- 
stronger authority for such denial. — “How ? ’’— Well, in the case of the text 
" sakfun jahoti\ tlu* Ac<5usative ending in ^snktun" points to the saktii. 
Meal, as tli(^ predominant factor, by which the meaning of the text would 
be that "the act of offerintj into fire should be made to subserve some pur- 
post* fnr the ]\[ear ; but in reality it is found that the act of offering cannot 
in any wa\* st‘rve an\' purpose for the Tlfen/; -why ?— for the simple reason 
that tla^ Men! can have* no pur}K)se of its own; in fact, wt' do not see, or 
hear of, any purpose that the Meal may have, ruder the circumstances, if 
the Art of offer iiKj into Fire were to bo taken as subserving some pur- 
|)ose f«)r the Meal, that- Act itself would have to be regarded as pur- 
])oseless (aimless, useless), |Thus in this case, if we insist upon the direct 
signification of the Accusative ending as indicating the predominant fac- 
tor, wt* rind that a Vedie injunction becomes useless. | - -And yi't as a matter 
of fact, the act of ojfcrhat into Fire is one that actually serves as an in- 
direct (remot(*) aid to the Primary Act of the Jyotistoma, and as such 
must be aseful ; and this asefidness of the act in question follows from 
the fact of tlie text occurring in tho context of tho Jyotistoma ; hence it 
cannot be said that the Act is useless; specially' it is something needed 
by the text laying down the entire method of procedure* of the Primary- 
Act {Jyotistoma). — “|What ymu say regarding the act of offer iny into Fire 
may be said regarding the Meal also]; — the Meal also, being mentioned in 
the same context, may have its use (and as such may' be treated as the- 
predominant factor)." — Who says that the Meal has no use ; it is certainly' 
of use; but it is of use only as tending to tho fulfilment of the act of ojferiny 
into Fire (for which a material is necessary),- -and not in any’ other manner. 
— “ But the Meal also is needed by tho text laying down the entire method 
of procedure of tho Primary Act (Jyotistoma),'* — Our answer to this is that 
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a material substance is not what is needed by the method of procedure'; 
what the Method of Procedure needs is only a detail of the method; and it 
is the act of offer hig into Fire, and not the mate^rial substance Meal, which is 
a detail of the Method. — “But when the offering into Fire is done with the 
Meal, a transcendental potency would result from the A/ea/.” — There is no 
authority for this. — “ The Accusative ending would be the requisite author- 
ity.” — The Accusative ending does 7iot indicate the fact of the act of offering 
into Fire subserving the j3urposes of the Meal. — “ As the Meal itself serves no 
useful purpose, the act of offering into Fire would naturally subserve the pur- 
pose of the Meal, as thus would the Meal become related to the a(?t of offer- 
ing into Fire ; as it is only when the offering into Fire has been made that the 
Meal (offered) becomes n^lated to the act of offering into Fire.*^ — If the Meal 
is something useless, then it is not possible for the act of offering into Fire t<» 
subserve the purpose of the Meal. The mere declaraticjii of the act sub- 
serving the purposes of the Meal would be of no use either to the Agent or 
to the Sacrifice ; so that it would still remain useless ; because merely on tin' 
strength of the said declaration, it would not be possible to assume its use to 
either (the Agent or the Sacrifice). - Under the circumstances, we ('(»ncludt* 
that what the word with the Accusative ending (^saktfin") does is only to 
indicate the connection of the Meal (mklu) with the act of offering into 
Fire', and whenever a material substance becomes related to an act, it can 
be so related only in a subordinate capacity, because it is an arco?npli.slic<f 
entity (and as such must be subservient to the act to he accomplished) ; 
and being so subordinate, it should bo spoken of by a word with the Tiistru- 
nicntal ending saktahhih JuhotF) ; -that is why it is asserted that in tin* 
text ^ saktun jaholi\ the Accusative ending has Ih'cmi used in place of tlu* 
rnstrumental. 

This is what is meant by the word * tadarthatvdt' (in tluj Sutra), whicii 
fiieaiis that, inasjiiuch as the .Vlefil subserves the purpose's of the Art of 
offering into Fire, it cannot be reg€fcrded as th(' predominant factor, even 
though it is spoken of by a word with the Accusative emding. It is i>nly 
thus that the declaration {* .saktun juhoti') could serve a useful i>ui |>ose ; 
and when it is found to serve a useful purpose, it canin)t be said to bi‘ useless 
or aimU^ss. 

It is ill this same manner that material substan<*es, like the Cake, be- 
come subservient to the sacrifice and thereby serve a useful purpose. 

Such being the case, the ‘preparation’ (sanctification) of the material 
substances also comes to serve a useful purpose. — If it be urged that “ it 
serves no visible purpose”, then the answer is that, in that case it could 
be taken as serving an invisible (transcendental) purpose; because* we find 
ev’^en in ordinary life that there is invisible ‘preparation’ (sancitification) 
also ; for instance, when men come from other villages, the Fire is carried 
round, wliich is said to bo productive of an invisible (transcendental) 
bcmeficial effect ; and ther(3 can be no incongruity in what is actually found 
in ordinary experience. 

The use of this Adhikararm is as follows; — (a) In connection with the 
Varurtapraghdsa sacrifices (which have the Dashapurnanidsa as their arche- 
typo) it is laid dow’n that ‘ 'rhe sruks should be made of the Shami-wood, or 
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of gold ’ ; iij the Archetypal Sacrifice, the Apurva is brought about by the 
‘ scouring ’ of the Sruks made of several kindu of wood ; hence at the VaruTw- 
praghdm, according to the Purvapaksa, Sruks made of several kinds of wood 
should have to bo brought up for the purpose of ‘scouring’ (which is the 
predominant factor to which the Sruk is subservient, according to the 
Purvapaksa) ; while according to the Siddhdnta (by which the scouring is 
subservient to the Sruk), only the Sruks made of Shaml-wood or of gold 
have to be scoured, (b) Similarly, the Paridhi having been enjoined as to 
be made ‘with spokes’, Paridhis made of Palasha-wood would have to be 
made for the purpose of being ‘ scoured according to the Purvapakm ; while 
according to the Slddlidnta only Paridhis with spokes should have to be 
‘scoured’. — (c) Again, in connection with the AvabhrtJwi, according to the 
Purvapaksa, the fire would have to be produced for the purpose of being 
‘ stirred ’ w’hile according to the Siddhnnla, the Water only should have to 
be ‘ stirred’. — {d) Lastly, we read that at the Salt rm shat samvatsarn sacrifice, 
the Savaniya cakes arc to be ‘made of meat’; and according to the 
f*urvapaksa, cakes of flour would have to be got ready for the purpose of 
being ‘circumambulated by the Fire’, while according to the Siddhinta, the 
c'ircuinambulating by the Fire ’ should bo done to the me^it-cakes themselves. 

[This explanation of the use of the Adhikarana has not been accepted by 
Kumai'ila, who has supplied a different explanation. See Tantravartika — Trans., 
pp. 5:i8 541.1 



Adhikarais^a (5) : The ^ jyrimary ’ character of S t u t i 
and S h a s t r a Hymns. 

SUTRA (13). 

[PCrvapaksaI — “The ‘Stotra’ and ‘Shastra’ hymns are san(ti- 

FICATOKY IN THEIR CHARACTER, — LIKE THE ‘ Ya.JYA ’ HYMNS, — 

AS THEY ARE INDICATIVE OF DEITIES 

Bhasya. 

fit has been declared under Sutras 7 and S that those acts are to be regarrled 
.as ‘subsidiary’ which are preparatory or productive of material substances, and 
that those that are not so preparatory or prorluotive are ‘primary* acts. Jt is by 
way of an exception to this general principle that we have the present AfUuhtrmHt. 
— * Slotrn^ is the name given to the hymns (‘onsisting of Mantras that are set to 
music and sung: and * SJmstra' is the name given to those consisting of Mantras 
that are not set to music or sung, j 

We have the t('.Kts (o) * Bra-tigam s1uim8ali \ (6) ^ Xlslcevafyani shaw- 
mtV [each of those enjoining the reciting of u. H1iastraAiyynti\\ and (c) 
^ Ajyn 'th 8tnvnte\ (d) * Prsthaih stuvntV [each of which enjoins tho reciting 
of a Sfotrn-hymii]. — These hymns are descriptive of (pialities, iiiid arc sung 
(as Stotra) or recited (as Sinistra) \ an example of such hymns we ha\'e t he 
Mantra ^ Indrasy a Hi vlrydni prnoovtham^ etc.’ (Kgveda I. 3(5. 1) ' which spi*aks 
of t he good qualities of Indra . 

NTow, with regard to this Mantra descriptive of the good (pialities (of 
Iiidra), there arises the ((uestion — Is this subsidiar\' (and subordinut«') to 
tile deity, or is it ‘ primary’ in character ? 

On this question, we have the following “ The Stoirti and 

Shastra hymns are sanctificatory acts- — wliy ? — because they are indicative 
of de/ities; i.e. when the descriptive of certain qualitic^s are recit(.*(l. 

they point to the deity possessing those qualities ; if it wore not so, it. would 
not be descriptive of qiuilUies; in fact, there is a clear indication of tin* deit\ 
in this case; and through this indication of the Deity, there is a clear aid 
imparted to tho act of sacrifice (to that deity), whicli act thus becomes 
accomplished.-- For these reasons, the acts under cpiestion should ho re- 
garded as sanctificatory in their character, * like the Ydjyd mantras' ; that is, 
just as the mantras spoken of in the text ‘ Yafyamonwlni-rnroniivakya- 
nuinvdhu' are descriptive of qualities and serve the useful ])urpos(; of indi- 
cating deities, so also the hymn under discussion ”, 

8UTRA (14). 

|Siddhanta| — Bet in that (JASe the mantra would be taken 

AWAY FROM ITS SPHERE BY THE PURPOSE (SERVED BY IT) : 

BE('A^^SE IT WOULD BE SUBSERVIENT TO THE NAME 
OF THE DEITY MENTIONED IN IT. 

Rhasya. 

If the reciting of the Slotra and Shastra hymns were a sanctificatorv' act, 
tlieri it * would be taken away from its sphere by the purpose served by it — 
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because it would be subservient to the name of the deity which is n>en- 
tioned in the rnantra ; i.e. the mantra would be subservient to the purposes 
of the Deity; and as, in that case the Deity would be the predominant 
factor, the rnantra would have to be taken away to that sacrifice where 
that Deity would bo the recipient of the offering; and this would go against 
the indications of ‘ Order ’ and ‘ Position * (whereby the nutntra has to be 
used at a different sacrifice). — For these reasons the view sot forth in the 
Purmpakm is open to objection, and as such, should be rejected.- “ Which 
is the particular mantra (in connection with which the contingency pointed 
out would arise) ? *’ It is the wantm * Abhi tvd shura, etc.’ (Ma. Sa. 27. Ilo) 
which is called the Pratjdlh/P (Hymn sacred to lndra )\ — this 

mantra, though occurring in proximity to (in the context of) the sacrijic'naj 
of ths MdhewJra Cap (cup dedicated to Mnheiuira), would have to be taken 
away to that sacrifice where fndrn (not Mahendra) would be the deity. 


SUTRA (15). 

lOlUKCTlON]— “ BiTT (in THE INSTANCE CITEI>) THE WORD WOIHJ) 
SERVE THE PURPOSE OF POINTINCJ TO A QU Al.I EICATTON : 

.lUST LIKE THE WORD ‘ VASHA ’ (‘ BARREN ’) ”. 

Bhasya. 

[Says the Purmpa/cMin] — “ Wo shall not reject the Purmpaksn view; u\ 
fact, we reiterate the view that the reciting of the Sintra and Shastrn hymns 
is a sanctificatory act, simply because the namlras are indicative of deities. — 
As regards the argument that * under this view the Aimlra Prafjdtha {mantra 
‘ Ahhl It'd shura, etc.’) would have to be taken away from its sphere’, — our 
answer is that there would >)e no such contingencN’ ; because even the word 
‘//R/m’ would denote the deity Mahendra ; as it is the same deity Jndra 
who, when qualified by the quality of greatness {nuihdn), is called ‘ Mahendra ' 
[and Mahendra would not be a different deity from Jndrn\ ; in fact, the term 
‘ indra ’ (as occurring in the compound word ‘ Mahendra ’) clearlx' denotes 
the particular deity (Jndra), and the term ‘ mahat' (as occurring in the sanu* 
compound) as clearly denotes the quality of Creatness |so that the name 
^ nmliendrn' only means the Greut Tmira^', just as in the case of the terms 
^ Hdjd ' (King), * Maharaja' ((Ireat King)- and ' lirdhmana ' . ^ Mahd- 
hrdhnuimi ’ (Groat Brahmana).^ — This case would be analogous to that of the 

term ^vaskd', ‘barren’; in the text * Sd vd. esd sarmdemtyd f/at ajdrasM 

vdyavydm/ilabheUP (‘This barren-goat is sacred to all deities — one should 
kill it as an offering to VdyiP ; T. 8. 3. 4. 3. 2), — tht? term *ajd rashd' 
(‘ barren -goat ’) points to the same ‘goat’ which has been mentioned in 
connection with the enjoined sacrifice ; similarly where tlie (pialified deity 
(Mahendra, Groat Indra) is enjoined, it would be understood as the deit\' 
denoted by th^ term without the qualifying term (i.e. * irulra*). Thus then, 
there would be no ‘taking away’ of the mantra from its sphere (as urged 
by the Siddhdntin, under Sfi. 14).” 
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SUTRA (16). 

[Answkr] — That cannot bk; as it forms an intboral part of 

THB Vbdic Text. 


What has been iir^ed by the Purvapaksin is not possibhi ; — in tlie case 
of the term ^ tnaheiulra-gr aha' (‘the cup dedicated to Mahcndra *), that the 
‘ cup ’ meant is ‘ that of which Indra is the Deity ’ could be signified only by 
the presence of t he nominal aftix ( in the term ‘ rmihandra ’ ) ; but as a matter of 
fact, this nominal alfix would not be possible if what is denoted by the term 
‘ mdm’ (as occurring in the compound * mahendra^) stood in need of being 
construed along with the (jrmtness (denoted by the term *nmhaP as occur- 
ring in the compound ‘ ynnJmidra^) ; fwhat is meant is that the word ‘ mtihen- 
dra" cannot he taktm in its literal sense of ‘ great -Indra as if so taken, it 
would be incapable of taking the nominal afiix in its compounded form; as 
in the operation of compounds, as also in that of nominal affix(\s, the capa- 
bllity of the tc'rms concerned is essential; if then tlie tcTin ^ rndheridra" were 
explained as * wnhln indro devatd ya8ifa\ “that of which the (Ireat-Indra 
is tlie deity”, then this essential ‘capability’ would be wanting; because 
if the chief stress is laid upon the factor of ‘ greatness ’ as n(*cded by ‘ Iruira \ 
t hen the word ‘ indra ’ would become ‘ incapable ’ of taking the nominal 
afiix, which would have to go with *mahat \ an impossibility. -If, on the 
other hand, stress were laid upon the nominal affix, then there would be no 
connection with * greatness'. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp, 544-5451. Nor on 
the otlicr hand, would it be possible to have the conif^ound by connecting 
the term ^ indra' with * rnahat\ if the former stood in need of, and were 
taken along witli, the nominal affix. [That is to say, if the word * indra' is 
first taken along with the nominal affix, it takes the broadened form 
* aindra' ; then as regards tlie quality of * greatness' denoted V)y the term 
^fnaJiat', it could have no connection with the term ^ indra' which occupies 
only a secondary position in the term * aindra/* ] so that the term 
would have to go with ‘a/ndm’, not with * indra' ^ and thf> resultant form 
would be * mahaindra' not ' inahendra', and th(5 f{ualification of ‘greatness’ 

would have no connection with Indra. -Tanfravartika -Trans., p. 54f)J. 

Thus then, if the term ^ indra' is taken up with the nominal alfix, it can 
have no connection with 'greatness' , while if it is taken up with 'greatness' 
and compounded with it, it can have no connection with the nominal alfix. 
(That is, if tlu^ functioning of the compound and that of the Nominal Affix 
were explained separatcl\’, one after the oth(*r, then, inasmuch as the 
terms would have to be repeated oftentimes, it w'ould involve a syntactical 
split. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 546]. — Nor is it possible to have a single 
construction including tiu*. functioning of the compound as well as that of 
the Nominal Affix (as mahdn indro devatd yasya') ; as that w^ould involve the 
incongruity that the same Indra would, in one instance^ be something not 
already predicated and thus connect itself for the sake of its own predi- 
cation, with the nominal affix, — and in the other, it would b(» something 



ADHYAYA II, PADA I, ADHIKARANA (5). 


193 


already predicated and hence only referred to for the purpose of being con- 
nected with greatness. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, the object Mahendra — the Great-Indra 
(as the deity to whom the cup is dedicated) — is something quite distinct 
from Indra, who is the deity to whom the offering is made ; so that both 
of them could not be spoken of by means of the word ‘ maherutra ’ uttered 
only once. 

From all this it follows that the deity Alahendra is not the same as 
hidra qualified by greatness \ and in the term * mahendra \ the nominal affix 
is added to the term ‘ mahendra ’ ; from this also it follows that the basic 
noun mahendra^) has a distinct connotation of its own as one composite 
whole, and its connotation does not consist of the connotation of its compo- 
nent parts {* mahfin' and * Indra"*). — Thus the conclusion being tliat Mahen- 
dra is a deity distinct from Ifidra, the Anindra-Pragdtha would have to be 
token away from its sphere (as m*ged in Sutra 14, above). Consequently 
the Purvapaksa view has got to be rejected. 

It has been argued that the name ‘ Mahendra ’ as applied to Indra 
signifies the greatness tfiat accrued to him after his killing Vrttra ; — as clearly 
declared in the text ‘ Ho who killed Vrttra became great’ (Ai. Bra. 3. 21). — 
But if tliis wore so, then it would involve the incongruity of the V’^eda being 
regarded as having a beginning in time [i.e. the argument would imply that 
the Vedic text quoted came to be written ajter Indra had killed Vrttra]. 

From all this we conclude that Indra is distinct from Mahendra. 

SUTRA (17). 

Also because the two names are mentioned separately. 

Bhdsya. 

We find a separate mention of the two names, in the two mantras — (a) 
* Bahudugdhindrdya devebhyo havlh ' (T. B. 3. 2. 38), and (b) * Bahudagdhi 
mahendrdya devebhyo havih ’ (Mil. Sh. S. 1. 1. 3. 29). From this also it 
follows that the two are distinct deities ; if they were one and the same, 
then these two mantras would have been optional alternatives (which they 
are not). 

SUTRA (18). 

The mention of t’he qualification also would be useless. 

Bhdsya. 

When the Injunctive word itself provides the notion that Indra is the 
deity of the particular sacrifice, what would be the use of mentioning the 
qualification — that ‘greatness’ is the quality of Indra [according to the 
view that MaJtendra is the same as Indrq, qualified by greatness^ ? — ^In fact, 
whenever a deity is indicated, it is only for the purpose of showing how the 
offering is to be made to that deity ; and the offering is made to the Deity 
even when its qualification is mentioned, and it is made to the same deity, 
even when the qualification is not mentioned; so that the mention of the 
qualification can serve no useful purpose. — If it be argued that the idea 

13 
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conveyed by the mention of the qualihcation is that ** that Indra who is related 
to this cup is great ”, — then, that also cannot be right ; because (apart from 
the text in question itself) any connection between the cAip and Indra is 
entirely unknown ; and hence no qualification could bo mentioned in refer- 
ence to that which is not known. Further, any connection between the 
qualification (and Indra) also being unknown, any characterisation (of 
Indra) by means of that qualification is not possible. — For this reason also 
Mahendra should be a totally different deity from Indra, 

SUTRA (19). 

So ALSO THE MENTION OF THE TWO ‘ YAJYA ’ AND THE ‘ PURO- 

RUCH* JVIantras. 

Blidaya, 

It is only in accordance with the SkhUulnta view that the distinctive 
mention of the two ‘ Ydjyd-Puronuvdkyd' mantras becomcis justifiabh^; for 
instance, the mantras, ^thidra sdnasim rayim, etc,'' (Taitiiriya Samhild 
3. 4. 11. 3) constitute the two ‘ Ydjyd-Puronuvdkyd* mantras sacred to 
Indra] and tlie mantras ^ Mahan indro ya ojasd, etc' (Ifgveda 6. 8. 9) con- 
stitute the * Ydjyd-Puronuvdkyd ’ sacred to Mahendra. If Indra and Mahen- 
dra were one and the same, these two sets of mantras would have to be 
regarded as optional alternatives; so that under one alternative course, on(' 
set would be rejected. 

[Ashvalayaiia, Shrauta-sutra I. lo. .3. 4, states that there ruo seven rk - 
verses included under the name ^ Puroruch' ; no such rks are found in the Rgvccla 
Samhita. There is a scfraratc Adhyaya called * Nivid-K unta pa ’ which contains the 
Purorueh verses; but thoso are not in any way connected with the Yajjfu ; while 
the Puroruch verses are to be recited on the occasion of the repetition of what is 
known as the *Pra-uga Shastra\ Hence the commentators have interpreted the 
name * paroruch ’ as standing for * puronuvukyd \ — Kiinlc ; Saddarshnnavhintanika.] 


SUTRA (20). 

As regards the term ‘vasha’ (Barken), what is expressed by 
IT actually forms part of the sacrifice. 

Bhnsya, 

It has been urged (by the Purvapaksin, under Su. 15) that though the 
animal laid down in connection with the enjoined act is the ^ barren-goat \ 
yet in actual practice it is the mere (unqualified) goat that is used [so that 
there is no distinction made between the ‘ goat * and the * barren goat ’ ; 
similarly there is no distinction between ‘ Indra * and ‘ Mahendra ’]. — That is 
only right because in thq case of the term ‘ vasha ’, we perceive that what is 
denoted actually does form an integral part of the sacrificial act ; as is clear 
from the text ‘ Chhdgasya vapdyd medasonubruhi ’ (cf. Taittirlya Brahmana 
3.' 6. 8) ; from which it is clear that the ‘ vasha ’ (barren-goat) is the 
same as the ‘ chhdga * (goat). — Thus then, it is clear that if the Stotra and 
Shastra are merely sanctificatory, then, the Aindra-Pragdtha has to be 
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taken away from its sphere; for this reason they should be regarded as 

* primary *. 

SUTRA (21). 

[Objection] — ‘‘ [ There may be a takino away of the Hymn] 

TO where (mere InDRA may be the deity) ; BUT THAT 
SHOULD be so, if IT SERVES A USEFUL PURPOSE.” 

Bhasya. 

The particle ‘vd’ (‘but’) sets aside the view expressed above. — “In 
reality the Slotra and Shastra are sanctificatory acts. As for the taking 
away of the Aindra-Pragdtha, — let it be carried over to the sacrifice where 
Indra is the deity; [it is only right that it should be so], as it is only right 
that what is indicated by the Indicative Power of the words of the text 
should set aside what is indicated by Order and Position.** 

SUTRA (22). 

[Answer] — This should not be so in the case of such Mantras 
AS are directly laid down in the Veda. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, in the case of many Mantras, wo find that, if they 
are taken away from their sphere, they servo no useful purpose in the sphere 
to which they are carried over, — and that if so carried over, they become 
entirely useless. Such is the case with the Mantras mentioned in the fol- 
lowing texts: — (a) ^Ydmyah shamsanti*, (b) * Shipivislavallni shanisanti** 
(c) * Pifrdemtydh shamsati\ (d) * Ayninulrnte*, (e) * Kusumbhaka-snkfam*, 
(/) * Aksasu/ctam* , (g) * Musikdsuktain* and such others. 

[The mantras referred to here are to be recited on the occasion of the third 
Soma-Exlractwn of thes Agnistoma sacrifice. They const iiutc the Agnimanota -shastra 
described in the Aitareya Hrahmana (J. J5). Jn the case of the Mantras spoken of as 

* yamyafy' in tho text ‘ Ydmydh shamsaaff^\ it is found that, inasmuch as Yama is 
not the deity of tho other Cups, if the mantras laid down in that context were to 
be taken away from there, they could not point to that deity ; and as in that case 
the very injunction of those would become useless, it would bo necessary to admit 
the fact of their leading to transcendental results.] 

SUTRA (23). 

[Objection] — “ But it is actually seen 

Bhasya. 

[Says the Opponent] — “ What we assert is that all the mantras referred 
to have their use (even on being taken away from their own context) : — 
for instance, (a) the Manduka-hymn is of use in connection with the Fire 
(which has to be drawn in with the said hymn), — (6) the Ak^-hymn is of 
use at the Rdjasuya (where the gambling is done with the Akm, Dice), — 
(c) the Musikd-hymn is of use at the Ekddashinl [where the Mantra * Akhuste, 
etc.’ eulogises a certain spot]; — (d) all the mantras have their use at the 
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Vdckaatoina, as declared in the text * Sarvd rchah sarvdni yajumpi sarvdni 
sdmdni vdchastome" ; — (e) similarly the Pdriplava-Akhydna is of use at the 
Ashvamedfiai — (/) in connection with the Ashvina sacrifice it is said — 

‘ Yasycishvme shasynmAne auryo nodiyddapi anrvd ddshatayiranvbruydt [i.e. 

* in case the sun docs not rise when the Ashvina Shastra is being recited alt 
the verses should be recited by way of expiation ’ — Tantravdrtika — Trans., 
p. 669], — From all this it is clear that Mantras carried away from their 
context do serve distinctly useful purposes. — Consequently the reciting of 
the Stotra and Shastra hymns should be regarded as sanctifieatory in 
character 

SUTllA (24). 

[Answer] — In reality however, on account of the actual 

PRESENCE (of THE GeNITFVE, LoCATIVK AND OTHER 

endings) in the V^eda, the ‘Stotra' and the 
* Shastra’ appearino tn their own cr)NTEXT 

SHOTJLD LAY DOWN THE OOMINC ABOUT 

OF THE Transcendental Potency 
IaND hence SHOULD BE RE- 
(jakded as ‘ Primary’ in 
THEIR (character], 

Hhdsya. 

In reality the reciting of the * stotra' and ^ shastra' must be regarded as 
‘primary’ acts; — why? — because of * the presence in the Veda, etc.’ — In the 
Vedic texts we find the presence of the Locative ending ; — for instance, 

* Kavatisu stuvate' , * Shipiviatavatlsn stuvate' (cf. Taitti. Saih. 7. 5. 5. 2); — 
here the presence of the Locative ending (in *knvntlsn' or * ship! stavnt tan') 
would bo justifiable only if the mantra were taken as purely euloyistlc, and 
as such subsisting in the letters composing the Mantra; on the other hand, 
if it wore indicative of the Deity, then the Kavatls (Sama. S. 1. 169) should 
have been spoken of as the instrument (by means of the Instrumental ending),, 
and not with the Locative ending. 

There is another ^presence in the Veda', of such texts as * Pra-uyam 
shamsati' , * X iskevalyam shamsati' ; which shows that the mantras spoken of 
are to be used for the purpose of praising ; and words descriptive of qualities 
used for the purpose of praising would bring about a transcendental result; 
and as such the reciting of those should be regarded as ‘ primary ’. 

There is yet another ‘ presence in the Veda — of the Genitive caso-tmding ; 
e.g. in the text ‘ Indrasya tu vxrydni pravocham, etc,* (Taitti. Bra. 2. 6. 4, 1). 
Here the name of the deity (Indra) has been mentioned for the purpose 
of connecting him with the eulogy contained in the mantra •, if it were 
meant to serve the purpose of indicating the Deity (of a sacrifice), then the 
word would have taken the Nominative ending ; as in that case, the sense 
intended to be conveyed would be that of the basic noun by itself (in- 
dependently of all relationship to other things). — “ But even a word with the 
Nominative ending could denote something far the sake of the deity (and not 
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the deity itself) ; as we find in the case of the text * Indro ydto-vasitasya 
rdjd, etcJ* {^gveda 1. 32. 15).” — Not so, wo reply; because such words also 
would serve the purpose of praising, by virtue of their syntactical position 
in the sentence. — ” But the indicative power of the words would be more 
powerful than their syntactical connection.” — True; but what wo assert 
would also bo pointed to by the indicative power of the words, — this ‘ power * 
consisting in the capacity of the word to supply the requirements of the 
eulogistic sentence which is wanting in certain respects. — “ Even so, when 
both the conclusions are pointed to by the indicative power of words, how 
could the truth bo determined ? ” — From the supplementary passages, it is 
clear that the word is not expressive of the Deity. — If tlie word were intend- 
ed to be expressive of the Deity, then the sentence conveying the sense of 
praise would remain defective and purposeless.- -From all this it follows 
that the sentence convojMiig the sense of praise serves the purpose of bring- 
ing about a transcendental result*, and consequently the reciting of the Stotra 
and Shdstra hymns is a * primary’ act. 

Fnrth(*r, (he word.s ^ strwtl' and ^shamsatl^ are directly expressive of 
good qualiti(*s, and it is only through indirect indication that they could 
point to deities. Therefore [as this latter view involves recourse to indirect 
indication], the hymns should be* taken as * laying down the coming about 
of th(' transccmdental potency -Apiirva ^ — [and as such should be regarded 
as ‘ primary’ in their character]. 


SUTRA (25). 

Also hkcausic the distinctness is implied by the words 

(of the Veda). 

lihasya. 

As a matter of fact, distinctness is implied by the words of the Veda; 
for instance, we have the V^'dic text speaking of ‘ the Aynistonia sacrifice as 
accompanied by twelve Stotra and Stmsfra hymns’; if those hymns were 
not distinct, their number could never be Twelve ; as the act of reciting or 
singing of the .stolras and shastras would bo one only. If, on the other hand, 
distinctness is admitted, then the number ‘ twelve? ’ becomes secured. 

[If each of the hymns were not meant to be distinct, and if all of them 
wore taken as equally serving the one purpose of indicating the deity for the 
sacrifice, t hen, there would bo no point in mentioning the number ‘ twelve *. 
If, in order to justify the mention of this number ‘twelve*, each word of 
the hymns were taken as indicating a distinct deity, then the number 
of such deities would be innumerable, not only ‘twelve*. — On the other 
hand, if the reciting of the Hymns is a ‘primary’ act, then the reciting 
of each hymn would bring about a distinct Ajjfirva] and if the number of 
these Ajmrvas is ‘twelve’, the number of the Hymns also should be 
‘twelve’, as each action leading to a definite result is counted as ‘one.’ 
And as regards the question as to what act can lead to an Apurva, the Veda 
is our sole authority; and according to the Veda, from the point that 
the reciting commences to the point where it halts, it is to bo regarded as 
one act ; and from the point of the re-starting of the reciting to the point of 
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shababa-bhasya : 


the next halt, it would be the second act ; and so on, in the case in question, 
the number of these recitings is twelve, as leading to twelve Apurvas. In 
this case there is no justification for taking each single verse as a distinct 
act, by which the number of acts would become more than ‘twelve’. — 
Tantravdrtika — ^Trans., p. 562]. 


SUTRA (26). 

Then again, the mention of it (again) would be useless. 

Bhasya, 

In connection with the Agnistut, we have the text * A gneyd val grdhd 
hJiavanti " ; and then again, we have the further text * Agneylsii shaihsanti, 
dgneylsu stiivanti\ Now this latter text lays down the reciting of the 
Stotra and Shastra in connection with certain things connected with Agni 
(Agneyl)] the reciting herein laid down would be useless (superfluous), 
if the reciting were a sanctificatory act (and indicated only deities). For 
this reason also the recitings should be regarded as ‘ priii\ary ’ acts. 

SUTRA (27.) 

The tiiincj Itself is recognised to be different. 

Bhdsya, 

In the Veda we find the text * Safnhaddhe vai stotrashasire vd' ; now 
this ‘ samhandhat connection, relationshijh between the ‘ stotra ’ and ‘ shastra ’ 
is possible only if the ‘ stotra ’ is something different from the ‘ shastra ’ ; — and 
the ‘ stotra ’ can be something different from the ‘ shastra ’ only if each of 
them is indicative of an ApiXrva ; otherwise (if both signihed the single 
deity, Indra), the ‘ stotra ’ would be the same thing as the ‘ shastra \ 

SUTRA (28). 

There is signification also, as in the case of other 
(primary) acts. 

Bhdsya, 

In the texts in question, ‘ rra-ugam 8hamsati\ ‘ Hs iskevalyam shamsatV, 
there is signification (of a primary act), by the Accusative ending (in 
* pra-ugam ’ and ‘ niskevalyam ’). 

SUTRA (29). 

There is fulfilment of results also (mentioned). 

Bhdsya. 

Wo find in the Veda also the mention of the fulfilment of results, 
(proceeding from the act of reciting the ‘ stotra ’ and ‘ shastra ’ hymns) ; — e.g. in 
such mantras * Stutasya stutamasi' (T. S. 3. 2. 7. 1). ‘ Indravanto man^* 

rmhi, hhakplmahi prajdmipam sd me satydshlryajnasya hhuydt' (TaiUirlya 
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Samhitd 1. 0. 4. 2), we find a reference to the results that follow from the 
reciting of the Stotra hymns, — not to those following from the Deity. — For 
this reason also the recitings of the Stotra and the Sfmstra are ‘ primary ’ 
acts. 

Elsewhere in the Sutra — under Discourse X (Pada iv, Sutra 49) — we 
have dealt with the purpose served by this Adhikararia , — where it has been 
shown that the deities of the Cups being distinct, the Agent is entitled to the 
performance (of the act of reciting) only when the reciting of the Stotra and 
the Shaslra is a ‘ primary ’ act. 

[KumSrila {Tantravarlika - Tranfi., pp. 547-55(5) has taken exception to the 
above exposition of the Adhikarana. Hi.s contention is that ‘ Indni ’ and * Mah^n- 
dra' are names of the same deity (p. 552), as in the compound ‘ Mah^ndra \ the two 
terms ‘ mahat ’ and * indra ’ do not, as the Bhasya says, function simultaneously ; 
and by the gradual functioning of these two terms what the term ^ makPruira' 
denotes is Indra qualified by greatnes.^. Thus the main position of the Pvrvnpakm 
being sound, it is necessary to have recourse to another lino of argumentation for the 
effective refutation of that Purvapakm. This line of argumentation, re (presenting 
Kumarila's Siddhdnta^ may be thus summed up : — As a matter of fact, the Deity 
enters into the sacrifice, not in his material form, but only in its verbal form, — ther^ 
form in which he is mentioned in the Vcdic Injunction; hence, inasmuch as, in the 
particular act in question, the deity has been mentioned in the injunction in the 
form of ‘ Mah^ndm \ the deity for this act must be Mahendra, not simply Indra , — 
even if the two are names of the same Deity. In this sense, and to this extent, 
MahP.ndra and Ituira arc to be regarded as distinct deities.] 



ADHiKARAiiTA (6) : Mautvas are not injunctive. 

8UTRA (30). 

fPCRVArAKSA] — “T he Injunction and the Mantba must have 
THE SAME purport, AS IT IS THE SAME WORD THAT OCCURS 

IN BOTH.” 

Bhnsya, 

[It has been held above, in Adhiknrnna (1) that Verbs serve to enjoin action and 
Apiirivi; and we have dealt with the division of acta into ‘ Primary’ and ‘Subsi- 
diary We now revert to the original subject, and proceed to consider if all verbs 
occurring in the Voda— in the injunctive passages, etc., and in Mantra texts- are ?«- 
jimrtive; os tho purpose of the Discourse is only to difforentiato among such actions 
as are enjoined by Vodic texts.] 

'^fhore is tho text — * Na ta nnslianli na dabhuti taskaro ndsetm a mitro 
Vi/af/urd dndlutrsati, — Devdmaheha ydhkirynjale daddfl chn jyog itfdhhih sa cha 
fe (jopaiih snha ’ {Taittirlya Brdhmanu 2. 4. 6. 11) ; — The terms to bo consi<lere(l 
in the present Adhikarana aro ‘ yajafe ’ and ‘ daddfi ’ contained in this mantra ; 
— and the question that arises is — are tho verbs (like ^ yajatV and * daddtV) 
occurring in the nvnntra injunctive in the same way as those occurring in 
Drrihmana-texts ? 

The l*urvapakm on this question is as follows: — “ The verb, occurring in 
tlio Brdhmantt' in j auction and in the tmtnira, should have one and tho same 
meaning, — ‘ as it Is the same word iJuit occurs in both' ; and under the circum- 
stances, it is not possible that the same word occurring in the Brdhmana 
should bo injunctive, while occurring in the Mantra it shoidd bo unable to 
enjoin things. — Hence the Mantra also shoidd bo regarded as injunctive.” 

SUTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, inasmuch as the Mantra functions 

ONT.Y DUllINC the PERFORMANCE OF AN ACT, IT SHOULD BE 
EXPRESSIVE OF MERE ASSERTION. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase *api vd' (‘in reality’) serves to set aside tho Purvapaksa 
view. — Words like those quoted ^should he expressive of mere assert ion \ — 
because ‘ the Mantra functions only duriny the perforynnnee of an act ’ ; that 
is, it is only while the sacrifice is being performed that the mantra (quoted 
above) is able to function; — and this function is to ‘assert* — speak of, not 
to enjoin — tho acts of Goddna (giving of the cow) and Ooydga (cow -sacrifice) ; 
— why so ? — ^because both these acts are already enjoined elsewhere, — (a) the 
giving of the cow in course of tho injunction of the Sacrificial Fee (which in- 
cludes the Cow) and the cow-sacrifice at the Anubandhyd IstL — “But the 



ADUYAYA II, PADA I, ADHIKARANA (6). 


201 


act enjoined in the Mantra would be different from those enjoined else- 
where*’. — That is not possible; because even though the word (the name of 
the act) be repeated several times, the idea conveyed by it is always one and 
the same. — If the 'inantra were taken as expressing commendation (like Artha- 
vddft), then it would be superfluous, as the Sacrifice has already been en- 
joined by an injunction aided by another commendatory text {Arthawida)^ 
— For those reasons the verb occurring in Mantras quoted al)ovo cannot be 
injunctive. 

[Kumarila has taken exception to tho above exposition of the Adhikarana, on 
grounds for which see Tant.raudrtika -Trans., pp. According to iiim, there is 

no necessity for introducing any mantra in this discussion ; and tho Adhikarana is to be 
•expounded as follows : Verbs have been declared to be injunctive of acts, and acta 
have been divided into * primary ’ and ‘ subsidiary ’ ; tho question that arises now 
is — Are these, - (1) tho enjoining of tho primary act, and (2) tho enjoining of the 
subsidiary act— tho only functions of the verb ? Or is thoro any other also ?- The 
Purvapaksa view is that there is no third function. — The Siddhanta view is that in 
addition to the aforesaid function, there is yet another function of the verb, that 
of simple assertitm, which function takes place where the injunctive function is pre- 
cluded by the presence of another injunctive word.] 

I Prahhakara's exposition of this Adhikarana is thus summed up in tho Brhatl — 
From tho very nature of Mantras it is clear that they cannot be taken as Injunc- 
tions,- being, as they are, entirely devoid of any kind of injunctive word; also 
because all Mantras are found to bo construable, — cither by direct syntactical connec- 
tion or by indirect implication,- —with other passages, which are injunctive. So if 
the Mantras themselves w'ore to enjoin another action, there would be two actions 
enjoined by what is practically only ‘one sentence -Nor arc the Mantras found to 
contain any commendation or condemnation ; so they cannot be taken as Artluwdda ; — 
with all this however, Mantras cannot bo regarded as absolutely meaningless or 
useless; forming an integral part of the Veda, they must servo some useful purpose, 
they must have some moaning, expressing something that is needful in the acts 
prescribed by the injunctive passages.] 




Adhikaraija (7) : Definition of ‘ Mantra: 
SUTRA ( 32 ). 

The name ‘ Mantba ’ is applied to those texts that are 

EXPRESSIVE OF THE SAID (ASSERTION, OF THINGS 
CONNECTED WITH PRESCRIBED ACTS). 


It has been established that the verbs occurring in 7 na 7 itras are no 
injunctive. Now it is explained what a * mantra * is. 

Without knowing what a *7nantra^ is, how could the verb contained 
therein be discussed? — So, in reality, the present Adhikararia should have 
gone before the foregoing one. 

The question to be considered in the present Adhtknrarm is — What is a 
‘ fnantra ’ ? 

The answer to this is given in the Sutra — The name * mn^itrn * is a)y])lied to 
those texts that are expressive, of the said ^assertion*. That is to say, it is in 
regard to those texts which express the * assertion * (spoken of in Sii, 31), that 
learned men use the term * mantras \ — in such statements as ‘ we are reading 
the mantras ‘ we are teaching the mantras ’, ‘ these are mantras ’ and so forth. 

This definition is onl}’’ illustrative; as there are certain texts which are 
not expressive of any as.sertion and are yet called * 7 nantra\ — e.g. the 
text ‘ Vasantdya kapinjalan dlabhate^ (‘Kills Kajnnjala birds for Vasanta^ 
V. S. 24. 20). 

It is not possible to indicate each mantra individually scattered hero and 
there ; hence some sort of a general definition has been provided. As there 
is the saying — ‘ Even sages can never come to the end of the enumeration of 
things individually ; but wise men come to the end of things by means of 
definitions’. [The term * pr8thakota7n^ is thus explained in the Tantramrtika, 
p. 670 : Without a definition, the teacher would have to indicate the mantras 
one by one, and this would be as painful a process as the curvings of the back 
undergone when several objects around one have to be looked at in different 
directions.] 

The following are examples of Mantras of various kinds:— (a) Those 
ending m e.g. * Medhosi, etc,^ ; — (6) those ending in ' tvd\ e.g. ‘ Ise 

tvorje, etc' (Vdjasa, Samhitd 1. 1) ; — (c) benedictory^ e.g. ^ Ayurdd asi^ etc,* 
(T. S. 1. 6. 6); — (d) Eulogistic, e.g. * Agnirmurdhd, etc,* {Taittirlya Samhitd 
4. 4. 4. 1) ; — (e) expressive of number, e.g. * Eko mama, etc* (Sh. Br. 1. 6. 5. 12 ; 
— (/) incoherent talk, e.g. ‘ Akal te indra pmgale duleriTxi * ; — (flr) bewailing, 
e.g. * Ambe ambike, etc* {Vdjasa, SaThhitd 23, 18); — (h) directory, e.g. 
^Agnldagnin vihara, etc* (Taittirlya Saihhita 6. 3. 2);— ( 2 ) searching, e.g. 
* Kosi katamosi* (V. S. 7. 29); — {j) questioning, e.g. * Prchchhdmi tvd, etc,* 
(V. S. 13. 61);— (A;) descriptive, e.g. *Iyam vedih, etc.* (V. S. 23. 62) (0 
elliptical extension, e.g. ‘ Achchhidreiyi pavitrena, etc,* {Taittirlya SaThhitd 
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1. 1. 6. 1) ; — (m) performance, e.g. ‘ Traisvaryam chatusvaryam, etcJ* ; — (n) 
capability, i.e. power of expression. — All this (division of mantras) has been 
indicated by the Vrttikdra by means of examples. 

All this also is merely illustrative (not exhaustive) ; there are several 
mantras which have the word ^ asi' in the middle (not at the end); — e.g. 

‘ Idyaskchdsi vandyashcha vdjin * ( V. S. 29. 3) ; also some having ‘ tvu ’ in the 
middle, — e.g. ‘ Tattvdydmi, etc .' — Further in the Brdhmanas also we find the 
(a) Benedictory texts \ — e.g. * So*kdmayata prajdh srjeya, etc.' ; — (h) Eulogistic 
texts also are found in the Brdhmanas , — e.g. ‘ Vdyurvai ksepisthddevatd ' 
[Taittirxya Samhiid 2. 1. 1, 1); — (c) incoherent talk , — e.g. * Na chaifadvidmo 
hrahmand vd smo ^hrdhmdndh smo vd' (Mait. S. 1. 4. 11); — (d) bewailing, — 
e.g. ‘Ye mdmadhuksanta te mam pratyamunchanta' — (e) directory , — e.g. 
* Amutah somamdhara ' — (/) searching , — e.g. * lha vd sa iha vd, etc.' \ — (g) 
questioning , — e.g. 'Veda karnavatlm surmim, etc.' ; — (h) answer,— e.g. ‘ Vkhno 
vd, etc.' ; — (i) Elliptical extension, — e.g. ^ Hrdasydgrvadyate atha jihvdyd atJia 
vaksasi, etc . ' ; — (j) performance , — e.g. * Traisvaryahchdtusvaryancha ' ; — {k) 
capability , — e.g. ‘ Sruvendvadyati dravesu, etc.' [So that the description 
supplied by the Vrttikdra is neither inclusive of all Mantras, nor exclusive 
of all non-mantras^. 

There is no necessity for stating the purpose served by propounding a 
definition, as it is well-known ; in fact the knowledge of things obtained by 
means of a definition is much easier. On this point there is the following 
saying — ‘There is no necessity to point out any purpose in the case of 
(a) objections, (6) exceptions, (c) a prima facie statement, (d) providing 
a definition, and (e) aftor-thought ’ ; — and the reason for this lies in the fact 
that (a) in the case of objections, it is necessary to answer them, for the 
sake of the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikarat^a ; (b) in the 
case of exceptions, an explanation serves the purposes of the general rule to 
which the exceptions have been pointed out ; (c) in the case of a prima facie 
statement, there is always the desire to state the final conclusion ; and 
(c) in the case of an after -thought, an explanation serves the purposes of the 
Adhikarana that has gone before. 

In the Veda itself we find the word ^Mantra' whose significance we 
have been discussing, — e.g. in the text — * AM budhniya rrmntram me gopdya 
yamrsayastrayxvidd viduh rchah sdmdni yajumsi,' (Taittirxya BraMnamz 

1. 2. 1. 26.) 



Adhikaraij A (8) : What is a Brahmayia ? 

SUTRA (33). 

To THE REST (OF THE VeDA) THE NAxME ‘ BrAHMANA ’ (iS 

appeied). 

Bhdsya. 

[The Veda has been defined as consisting of ‘ Mantras and Brdhmariaa 
the Mantra has been defined ; the Brahma'll is defined in the present 
Adhikarami.^ 

“ What is the definition of the Brdhniana ? ” 

‘Mantra’ and* Brahmana’ constitute the Veda: of these the Mantra 
having boon defined, it follows naturally that all the rest of the Veda is 
Brdhnunia ; so that it is not necessary to provide a definition of the Brahmana ; 
from the definition of Mantra itself it follows that those parts of the Veda 
which do not possess the character indicated as differentiating Mantras are 
‘ Brahmana ’ ; thus it is by the simple process of elitnination that wo come to 
know what BrnJmiana is. 

For the benefit of students however, the V rltikdra has supplied the 
following details regarding the characteristic features of the Brahmana : — 
( 1) On© abounding in the particle ‘ ill ’ ; (2) one containing the phrase ‘ so 
they say’; (3) anecdotal; (4) stating a reason — * Shiirpena jahofl tena 
hfjannam krlyate'* (Shata, Brahmana 2. 5. 2. 23); (5) Explanatory , — ^ Tad 
dofthno dadhltvam' (Taitllrlya Sam. 2. 5. 3. 4); (6) Deprecatory , — *Uparitd 
vd etasydfjnayah^ : (7) Kulogistic, — ‘ Vdynrvai ksejiiatlvi devatd^ {Tailtiriya 
Samhitd 2. 1. 1); (8) Doubtful , — * Hotavynm qdrhapatye na hotavyam* ; i^) 
Injunctiv’^o, — ‘ Yajayndruisafnmitd andnmbarl bhavatl^ (cf. T. S. 6. 2. 10. 3); 
(10) Something done by another , — * Mdmneva mahyam parhati^; (11) An- 
cient history , — * Ulmukairhasma purve samdjaffmuh* ; (12) Assumption of 
transposition, — ‘ Ydvatoshvdn pratiyrhniydt, etc.’ — On this there is the 
following saying — ‘There are ten forms of Briihmana — (1) Slatemont of 
* reason, (2) Explanatory, (3) Deprecatory, (4) Eulogistic, (5) Doubtful, (6) 
Injunctive, (7) Act of others, (8) Ancient history, (9) Assumption of trans- 
position, and (10) Analogical ; in all Vedas this is the definite characteris- 
tic feature of the Vidhi\ 

This also is only illustrative (not exhaustive) ; — -because among Mantras 
also, there are (a) some abounding in the particle ‘ — e.g. * Iti vd iti me 

marmh, etc. * (Byveda 10. 119. 1) ; — (6) some containing the phrase ‘so they 
say’, — e.g. ^ BhagamhJuiksUydha'* (R. V. 7. 41. 2), — (r) anecdotal, — e.g. ‘ Ugro 
ha bhujyam, etc,* (Taittirlya Aranyaka 1. 10- 2) : — (d) stating a reason, — 
e.g ‘ Indavo mdmushanti hi, etcJ* (R. V. 1. 2. 4) ; — (e) explanatory, — e.g. 
‘ Tasmaddponuathand, etc. ’ (Taittirlya Sarhhitd 5. 0. 1. 3); — deprecatory, — 
e.g. ‘ Moghamanimm hlndate aprachetdh, etc. * (Rgveda 8. 6. 23) ; — eulogistic, 
— e.g. ‘ Agnirmudhd, etc.* (Taittirlya Samhitd 4. 4. 4) ; doubtful, — e.g. ‘ Adhah 
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8vtda8%dupari8vldasU,etc,' (Rgveda 10. 129. 5) ; injunctive, — e.g. *Frntyadin- 
fiadhamdndya, etc,* (Rgveda 10. 117. 15) ; — done by another, — e.g. ‘ Sahasra- 
mayulatkulat, etc.* (R. V. 8. 21. 18);— ancient history,— e.g. * Yajnena 
yajnamayajanta devdh, etc* (Rgveda 10. 90. 16). 



Adhikarai^a (9) : Modifications in Mantras are not 

^ M antra \ 

SOTRA (34). 

The Character of ‘ Mantra ’ dobs not belong to those 

WORDS that J)0 not FORM PART OF THE TEXT OF THE 
Veda; as the aforesaid distinction is appli- 
cable ONLY to the texts THAT ACTUALLY 
FORM PART OF THE TEXT OF THE VeDA. 

Bhaaya. 

[(a) The Mantra * Agnaye tvd jtistam nlrva]ydmi\ which is laid down as 
one to be employed in connection w'ith an offering to Agni, is modified into 
^ Suryftya ti^a, etc,\ wlien the offering is made to JSurya; this is an instance 
of * U/m Modification proper. — (b) When the names of the presiding Jfiais of 
the family of a particular sacrificer are recounted, along with a certain 
Mantra, it is an instance of ^ Pramra\ — (c) When, along with a, Mantra, the 
names of the particular sacrificer, and his son and other descendants are 
recounted, it is an instance of ^ Ndtnadheya' — Tantrnvdrtika — Trans , p, 
573J. — In regard to these — *Oha\ ^ Frnvara' and ^ Ndmndheyn\ there 
arises the (question — Are these to be regarded as ‘ Mantra ’ ? 

The Purvapakm view is that, “ inasmuch as they are assertive in their 
character (mentioning things in connection with the sacrifice), they are to 
be regarded as ‘ Mantra^ 

In answer to this, the Siddhlnta view is that those words that do not 
form part of the Vedic text are not to be regarded as ‘ Mnyitra \ — even 
though they be ‘assc^rtive’ in their character; because the fact of certain 
words being ‘ assertive ’ is not a ground for regarding them as ‘ Mantra ’ ; 
the only ground for it is the usage of leanuid men ; so that those words 
which the learned do not call * Mantra^ cannot be regarded as * Mantra \ 
As regards the throe kinds of words in ([uestion — Vha and the rest — they 
are not found to form part of the text of the Veda; hence they cannot bo 
regarded as * Mantra \ 

The purpose served by this discussion is that, if there is some mistake in 
the utterance of these words, it is not necessary to perform that expiatory 
rite which has been laid down in connection with mistakes in the pronounc- 
ing of Mantras. 

[Kumarila has a supplementary Adhikarana, the conclusion of which is 
that the character of ‘ Mantra' is denied to just those words that have been 
discussed, — i.e. the modifications and the names recounted along with the 
Mantra ; so far as the unmodified parts of the Mantra, or the Mantras along 
with which the names are recounted, are concerned, — the * Mantric ’ charac- 
ter of those is not affected. ] 



Adhikaraija ( 10 ) : What is ^ Rk ^ ? 
8UTRA (35). 


Of these (Mantras), those are called ‘ Rk’ wherein there is 

DIVISION INTO ‘feet’ (QUARTERS), ON THE BASIS OF THE 

MEANING. 

Bhasya, 

[Though tho definition of the several kinds of Mantra does not form the subject- 
matter of tho present Discourse, yet tho Sutra treats of it, because n consid(;ration of 
it is connected with tho subject of Mantras^ whoso character has been discussed in 
connection with the division of acts into * primary * and * suljsidiary *. — Tantravartika 
- Trans., p. 57 tS,] 

We find tho term * rk ’ used in the Veda ; — e.g. in the text, * A he hiidhniya 
manlrnm me (jopdya yamrsaynstrayividd viduh rcho ynjumsi sdmunV. (Tait- 
tirlya Brdhmann 1. 2. 1. 26.) 

The question is — ‘‘ What is the definition of ‘ 1}k ’ ? ’* 

The answer is — Of the mayitras^ those are called ‘ JJA; ' yvhere there is division 
into *feet\ on the basis of the meaning. That is, that memfra is called * rk* 
where there is division into ‘ feet* ; e.g. ‘ Agnimlle, etc.* {Ifgveda 1. 1. 1). It is 
only in regard to mantras like these that learned men use the term in 

such statements as ‘wo are reading Rks*, ‘we are teaching Rks*, ‘these 
are Bhs*. 

If the fact of the division into ‘feet’ being on the basis of the meaning 
were emphasised, then the definition would cease to apply to those Rks 
where tho said division is on the basis of the metre; as in the Rk * Agnih 
purvebhirraibhih,etc.* (R. V. 1. 1. 2). The phrase * o?i the basis of meaning* 
is to be taken, not as meant to exclude tho cases of division on the basis of 
metre and other things, but only as an illustrative reference. This should 
be clearly understood ; as otherwise, if the phrase in question were taken 
as meant to exclude the cases of division on the basis of metre and other 
things, then there would bo syntactical split. — Hence the definition of 
‘ Rk * is to be taken simply as ‘ that wherein there is division into feet ’. 



Adhikarainta (11) : What is ‘ Saman ’ ? 

SOTRA (36). 

The name ‘Saman’ is applied to thk Mush;. 

Bhasya. 

** What is the definition of tho Smnan ? ” 

The particular music (to which a Mantra is set) is called * Sdnian ’ ; it is 
only when a niantra-text is set to music and so sung, that tho learned use 
with regard to it tho term * Saman \ in such statements as ‘ we are studying 
the Saman \ ‘wo are teaching the Saman \ ‘those are Saman \ And in 
this matter, the teaching of the learned is our sole authority. [See 
Mimamsii-Sutra VI I — ii — 1 to 21; also IX — ii — 3 to 13 and 29, 30, 31, 46.] 

Just as, in the case of the expression ‘ curd is sour ’, the term ‘ sour ’ stands 
only for the peculiar taste of the curd, — and in tho expression ‘ molasses 
are sweet’, the term ‘sweet’ stands only for the peculiar taste of the 
molasses, — similarly, when the term * Saman' is applied to mantras set to 
music, it should be understood that the name stands for the music to which 
the mantra has been sot, and it is applied to the Mantra itself only because 
of its connection with that music. 



ADHtKARAijTA (12) : Whot is ‘ Yajns' ? 

SOTRA (37). 

The namr ‘ Ya.ji's’ is appi.ikd to the uest (of the mantras). 

Bhastja. 

What is the definition of the Vajm ? ” 

It is not necessary to propound a definition of Yajus ; as by the process 
of elimination the nature of the ‘ Yajtis* would bo understood from the de- 
finitions of * Rk* and ^ Sdmm^ ; — i.e. that which is not set to music, and 
where there is no division into ‘feet*, is ‘ Yajys\ which is a mixed sort 
of text. 


14 



Adhikarai^a (13): Nigadas are included under ^ Yajus\ 

SUTRA (38). 

[Pukvapaksa] — “ Tub Nioada should bb taken as the 

FOUBTH KIND (OF MANTRA), BECAUSE OK TTS PECULIAR 

CHARACTER.” 

Bhnsya* 

[XiffadaJi aro texts containing addresses by one Priest to another. J 

The question that arises now is — Is the Nitjada the same as ‘ Vajna' ? 
or is it something different from Yajua ? 

The Bunnpaksa view is as follows — ** Nhfadas are not ‘ Ynjfia ' ; • -why ? 
— bemuse of their peculiar chnracler; the peculiar character is described in 
the text — ‘ the T}k is recited loudly, the Sdmayi is sung loudly, the Yajus is 
recited softly, the Nigada is recited loudly.’ if the Nigada wore ‘ Yajus', 
then ‘loudness’ would not have been its peculiar character; -as a matter 
of fact however, wo do find this to be its peculiar character (in contradistinc- 
tion to the ‘softness’ of the Yajus). Hence the Nigada must be a fourth 
kind of ynantra. 

SUTRA (39). 

[POrvapaksa condu(lecl\ — ‘‘Also because ok the (distinct) name.^* 

Bhasya. 

“We also tind the names used as distinct: ‘These are Yajus. not 
Nigadas', ‘These are Nigndas, not Yajus '. — From this also it follows that 
Nigadas form a distinct class of * Mantra 

SUTRA (40). 

[SiddhantaI — In bealitv, they should be recahded as ‘ Yajus” 

BECAUSE THEY HAVE THE SAME FORM AS THAT. 

Bhasya. 

The Nigadas are Yajus;— why ? — because they hare the same form as that . 
the form of the Nigada is that same mixefl-te.r.t which we found in Yajus^ 
and the character of being different from Ifk and Bdmfui is also common to 
the Yajus and the Nigada. 

SUTRA (41). 

The peculiar character is ihjb to the fact that it has to be 

ADDRESSED (tO OTHERS). 

Bhasya. 

On ac 'ount of being addressed to others, — i.e. on account of being capable 
of being addressed to, and understood by, others. T n fact some Yajus texts 
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are found to have the power of being addressed to, and understood by, others ; 
[and it is on the basis of this capacity that those particular texts are given 
distinct name of ‘ Nigadti ’]. 


SUTRA (42). 

Also because of a distinct purpose (served by it). 

Bhasya. 

There is a distinctly useful purpose served by the NigatJas being addressed 
to, and understood by, other persons; if they were pronounced softly 
(they could not be hoard by others, and) they could not convoy any idea to 
the other persons; it is for this reason that ‘the peculiar character’ (of 
being recited lowily) comes to serve a useful purpose. Thus then, those 
Yaj us -7naf liras are Ntgadas which are recited loudly. — How so ? — Hecause 
the prefix (in the term *nlgada"), signifies excellence; — just as, when the 
red colour of a thing is specially excellent, it is said to be ‘ niturdni rakta ’ 
(very red), — and the root * gmV (in the term ^ nigada"), denoting utlerance, 
signifies the act of reciting; and the excellence of this act of reciting consists 
in its being done loudly. 

Objection. — “ Hut it has been specially declared in the V^edic text that 
beifif/ red left softly is the quality of the Yajus-nmnlra [so that what is recited 
loudly cannot bo Yajus\.'' 

Answer — We say, no. That is said to be the ‘cpiality’ of a thing 
whi(;h helps that thing in its functioning. In the case in question, when the 
Yajm-manlras are recited for the purpose of conveying an idea to other per- 
sons, being recited softly could not help them in that function; in fact, it 
would hinder that function (by making the words inaudible) ; hence in the 
case of these Mantras^ the quality is ‘loudness’, which helps the purpose of 
being addressed to, and understood by, otlier persons. — The ‘ soft ’ reciting 
would be for other texts ; i.o. there are other Yaj uS’ mantras which are not 
meant to be addressed to others, and the character of ‘softness’ would 
pertain to the reciting of these mantras. 


SOTRA (43). 

The (different) name is for the purpose of IXDICATINtt THE 
particular qualifkjation. 

Bhdsya. 

As regards the different name (which has been urged as an argument in 
favour of the Purvapaksa, under Su. 3U), — that can be explained also 
when the Nigadu and the Yajm are one and the same, on the basis of the 
‘ particular gualification ’ ; just as we have in such expressions as ‘ Feed the 
Brdhtnanus here and the Wa7idering Memlicants there’ (where, though the 
Mendicants also are Brahmanas, yet they are named differently on account 
of special qualifications). In the same manner, when the name ‘ Nigada' is 
used, it is in reference to the Yajus-mnntras themselves, as qualified by 
‘ loudness 
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shabara-bhIi^ya : 


SOTRA (44). 

[Objection] — “The name ‘nigada’ would be applicable to 
ALL ( Mantras ) ” — if this is urged [then the answer 
IS AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING StfTRAl. 

Bhdsya . 

“ If tho na*ni6 * nigada ’ is applicftblo to all that is rocited loudly, — then 
the ^k-mantra also becomes liable to be called ‘ nigada ’.** 

SUTRA (46). 

Not so ; as they are distinctly named ‘ Rk 
Bhdsya , 

Rk-niantras are not called * Nigada' ; because in the text — * Aydjyd vai 
nigaddh rchaiva yajanll \ we find the two (Ifk and Nigada) mentioned separate- 
ly, on the basis of a distinct difference between them. — “ But the separate 
naming is only an indication, you have to give a reason.”— The reason lies 
in the fact that the root * gad' (in the term * nigada') denotes such speech 
as is not divided into (metric) feet ; it is for this reason that only such speech 
as is not divided into (metric) feet is called ‘ gadya ‘ Prose * [so that NUjada 
is Prose, while is Verse, and the name * n igada ' therefore cannot apply 
to jRA'J. 



Adhikaraisia (14): Principle of Syntactical Unit — ‘Owe 

Sentence 

SCTRA (46). 

So T.ONCi AS A SINOLE * PURPOSE TS SERVED* BY A NUMBER 
OF WORDS, WHICH ON BKINO SEPARATED, ARE FOUND 
TO BK WANTFNG INCAPABLE OF EFFECTING THE 
PURPOSE ’), THEY FORM ‘ ONE SENTENCE ’ 

(one Ya.ius-m antra). 

Bhaaya. 

1 1 11 connection with Mantras, there arises the question as to what is 
there to determine that a certain ntarUra begins with such and such a word 
and ends ivitli such and such. In the case of ftk and Sdman, the verse 
itself may form the determining factor, and it may not bo difficult to deter- 
mine the exact extent of the mantra ; but it is not so easy in the case of 
Yajiis-rnanlrns, where the determining factor of the metre is not available.] 

In regard to the mantras, which aro of mixed character, there 

arises the question.-' -How is it to bo known that so far it is one Yajua ? 

The answer is that that group of words should be regarded as ‘ one 
Yapis ’ which is employed in the act of sacrifice. 

“ But how far does that yroup of words extend which is used at a 
sacrifice ? ” 

[The Purvapaksa view is that in view of the fact that oven single words 
express an idea, even inconiplote and defective sentences should be treated 
as ‘ one sentence ’.] 

[1'ho Siddhdnta is as follows:— 

It extends to that extent up to which the words serve the purpose of 
indicating things helpful to the act of sacrifice ; — to that extent it is ‘ one 
sentence^ — called ^ ijdkya' or ‘declaration’, ‘judgment,’ ‘proposition’, 
because it is what is declared, — It is in this sense that we have the assertion 
of the Sutra to the effect that — ‘ So long as a single purpose is served by a 
number of words, they form one sentence Because this is the condition that 
makes a number of words ‘ one sentence ’, — therefore it comes to this that a 
group of words serving a single purpose forms one sentence, — but only if 
any one of these words, on being disjoined from the rest, become ‘ wanting ’ 
(defective). 

“What is the example of (such ‘one sentence’) ? ” 

We have an example in the shape of the Y ajus-mantra * Devasya UH 
savituh prasave, etc,' (Taittiriya Samhitd 1. 1. 4. 2) [where the words express 
a single idea and aro so syntactically connected that if any word is taken 
out, it becomes meaningless]. 
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SHABARA-BHAjj^YA : 


Objection, — “But in the text quoted, eaeh individual word denotes a 
single iflea^' [and as such each word should be treated as a * sentence’]. 

True (each word denotes an idea) ; but it does not fulfil the second 
condition that ‘on being disjoined, it becomes wanting or defective’ fas 
no such disjoining Is possible in the case of any single word], 

“ But in any case the mantra-text quoted cannot be said to express a 
single idea, as there are several ideas expressed by the several words (of the 
text) ; and apart from what is expressed by the component words, there is 
no single idea expressed by the sentence as a composite whole — as has been 
explained above. -It might be argued that difference (among the things 
denoted by the several words), or correlation (of the things denoted by the 
several words), constitutes the idea expressed by the sentence as a composite 
whole. — But even so, this idea so expressed could not be one only ; as the 
number of ‘differences’ and ‘ correlationships ’ would be more than one (as 
there are more words than one).” 

The assertion in the Sutra is to bo explained and justified as referring to 
t\\& fulJiHing of a simple purpose. Por instance, the mantra ‘ Derasgn (rd, etc.^ 
serves the purpose of indicating the acit of ‘7iirvu])a' (offering); and the 
group of words in the mantra may l>e regarded as expressing this particular 
fact, — and hence as forming ‘ one sontonc;e.’ 

“In the text quoted there are several sentences — the first is ‘ Derasga 
led sarituh prasave fi/rrajjdmi \ and the second is ‘ Ashvinorbdhuhhgdni nirrrt- 
pdmi\ and so on, there are several other sentences.” 

Tf the word * mrrapdmi ^ is to bo supplied as an elliptical extension (in 
tho manner shown by the opponent), then cortaiidy there are s<^veral 
sentences; but in reality there is no such elliptical extension fi.e. the verb 
is not to bo supplied to each group of words] ; for if the act denoted by the 
verb * nirrapdmiA were a subordinate factor, then it would have to bo takc^n 
as distinct with each of the primary acts. Then again, the action of 
Nirvdpa (offering) is not denoted by what is expressed by the words ‘ Derasgn 
tvd, etc .'' ; so that if tho impleinental accessories were the prodominard fH.ctf)rs, 
then the mantra-text would have to be taken as serving onlv a transcen- 
dental purpose. On the other hand, if the Nlrmpa itself is taken as the 
predominant factor, then the mantra-text serves tho perceptible purpose of 
indicating that act of Xirvdpa; and this act would then bt? indicated as 
qualified by all the adjectives contained in the entire* Mantra-tex't under 
consideration; in this way there would be no incongruity at all. How one 
word is qualified h.y another word has Ixion already explained under Sutra 
* Tmlbhuldmiin, e.tcJ' (1.1. 25).— Thus then, tho whole of the Mantra-text forms 
a single sentence [speaking of the Nirvdpa as fpialitied by a number of 
qualifications]. 

Question : — “ Why has the Sutra laid down both the conditions — (a) that 
it should serve a single purpose, and (b) that on being disjoined, it bo 
wanting ? ’’ 

Answer: — There may be a sentence which may serve a single purpose, 
but which is not ‘ wanting ’ on being disjoined ; o.g. the text — ‘ Bhago mm 
vibhajatu aryamd vdrn vibhajatu"' serves the single purpose of expressing 
‘ vibMga*. — “ But the vibhdga qualified by Bhaga is distinct from the vibhdga 



ADHYAYA II, PADA I, ADHIKARANA (14). 


215 


qualifteA hij AryamTi [so that the whole text does not express a single idea].” 

— ^Not so, wo reply ; because what is intended to be spoken of hero is 
VibhCKja in general, not particular vibhdgas; as it is only by expressing 
vibhaga in general that it servos a perceptible purpose, which it could not do 
if it expressed particular vibliayas.-^Xnd though the text serves the said 
single purpose, yet it is not found to be ‘wanting* on being disjoined [each 
of the two parts — (1) * liluigo vam vihhajatu' and (2) ^ Aryama ram vibha- 
jalu' being- syntactically complete in itself]; so that on being disjoined, 
there are two distinct sentences, — and each of them is treated as an 
optional alternative [and the whole is not taken as a single sentence | [and 
this result is duo to both the conditions laid down in the Sutra not being 
fulfilled].— Similarly in the case of the Mantra-text ‘ Syonan te sadanaw 
krnonih ghrUisya dfifirayd susevatn kalpaydmi tasmin sldamrte pratitistha 
rrlhimlm tnedhah .sutnfinafiyanulnah' (Taltliriya Urdhmana .1. 7. 5. 2-.i), the 
parts on being disjoined become syntactically ‘wanting’ (and hence the 
second condition of ‘one sentence’ is fulfilled), but there are two purposes 
served and expressed by the text — the preparing of the seat (expressed by the 
first part of the text ^ syonam. . . .kalpaydtni^) and the depositing oj the cake 
(expressed by the second part ‘ Tasmin slda, etc.') jso that tlie first condition 
of ‘ one seiilence’ is not fultilled] ; consequently the Mantra text is taken and 
used as two distinct sentences, — the first part being used in the preparatio}! 
of the sexU and the second in the depositing of the rake. 

Thus f.heii we find that the words of the Sfitra are well chosen and no 
objection can bo taken to it. 

[There i.s a diff<nvnc<^ among the Bhaiias tlicmselvcs regarding the exact mean- 
ing of the term *arfha' in the compound * arfhaikatrut ' in the Sutra. Partha- 
snrathi Mishra takes it in the sense of 2)urpose: according to wliich all the words* 
phrases and clauses that serve a single ijurpose— of indicating details connected 
with an act, for instance, are to ho treated as ‘ one sontonco Someshvara Hhatta 
in the Nyuya.suddhri, on the other hand, takes the word ^nrfha' in the sense of iiiea: 
so that any group of words that- expresses one complete idea or judgment is to be 
treated as • one sentence -The difference in reality comes to this that while, by the 
former view, the definition of * one sentence ' is applicable to Vodic sentences only, 
by the latter, it b(?(forncs applicable to all kinds of sentences. \ odic as well as 
secular. According to Prahhukara, ^artfm' here means the ‘reminding or mdi- 
eating of what is to bo done’ ; and this is more in keeping with Pfirthaserathi than 
with Soincshvara. As an AaritabhidlMnamdin, Prabhakara could not very well 
accept the words to have any meaning apart from the other words : it is lor this 
reason that ho says that the word must moan jmiyojamt. jnnpose : as the 

piiriwse is the mo.st important factor and all the words in the sentence must bo 
related to that important factor. — Brihaii MS8., p. .>!]. 



Adtiikaraija (15) : Principle of Syntactical split — 

‘ Distinct Sentences 

SOTRA (47). 

W HEN THE SENTENCES ARE EQUALLY INDEPENDENT (OP ONE ANOTHER) 
THEY SHOULD BE TREATED AS SYNTACTICALLY DISTINCT 

(distinct sentences). 

BhMsya, 

(This is the antithesis to the principle formulated in the fore^oin^ 
Adhikarami\. 

In regard to such mnnim-texta as (a) * fse urje tvd,' {Vdjasaneya 
Snmhitd 1. 1), and (/j) * Atfurtfajiiena kalpntdni prdno yajftena kalpnfdm 
(Taitti. Saih. 1. 7. 9. 1) — tliere arises the question — Are such sentences to be 
treated as ‘ one sentence ’ or ‘ several distinct sentences* ? 

The Purvnpaksa view is as follows Every such text is to bo treated as 
‘ one sentence ’ ; for the utterance of the words ‘ /sc tm * is not found to fulfil 
any perceptible purpose; nor is that of the words ‘ urje tvd ^ ; [hence as not 
serving distinct purposes, each of these two groups of words cannot but be 
treated as ‘one sentence*]; on the other hand, on the strength of the text 
itself tile implication is that they serve only transcendental purposes ; and 
so far as transcendental purposes are concerned, it is more reasonable to 
assume a single transcendental purpose to be served by both sets of words, 
than to assume a distinct purjioao for each set; such an assumption would 
be much simpler. Hence the whole should bo regarded as ‘ one sentence ’.’* 

In answer to the above we have the following SitUUidnla — When the 
sentences are equally independent they shmdd be treatM as syntarfirally distinct ’ 
(Sutra). That is in cases where each set of words is independent of — does 
not stand in need of, — the other, they should be regarded as distinct 
sentences. For instance, in the case of the text ‘ Ise trd —urje trd \ we find 
that the words ‘ Ise tvd ’ serve one purpose (being used in the chopping of the 
tree-branch) and the words * urje tvd \ a totally different purpose (btung used 
in the planiny of the lopped branch), [Hence the tw^o sets of words must be 
treated as two distinct sentences]. 

Objection: — “It has just been said by us that neither set of words 
serves any perceptible purpose.” 

Though no such purpose is cognisable by sense- perception and other 
such means of cognition, yet it is learnt from the Veda, where wo find such 
injunctions as ‘With the words Ise tvd one cuts off the branch; with the 
words urje tvd one planes it*. (Vide Shatapatha lirdhmarm 1. 1. 6. (1; 1. 7. 
1.2; 4. 3. 1.7.) 

Similarly in the case of the nvantra ‘ Ayuryajhena kalpatdni, prdno yajhe- 
na kalpatmn\ we find that the kalpana^ bringing about, of ^ A yu\ Long 
Life (which is the purpose served by the first sot of words 'dyuryajnena 
kalpaUlui^) is distinct from the kalpana, bringing about, of Prdufa, vitality 
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'(which is the purpose served by the second set of words ‘ Prdno yajnena 
kalpatdm^). 

Objection , — “ All that is desired to bo fulfilled here is the kalpana, 
bringing about, in general^ and not particular kalpanaa, and hence no 
differentiation is proper; just as it has been pointed out (by the Siddhdntin 
himself) in connection with the words ‘ Agmiye justani nirvap(lmi \ that only 
nirvdpa in general is meant, and not its specihcations as mentioned in the 
words * Smntuh prasave ashvinorbahuhhydm. pumo h<i8tdbhymn\ and no differen- 
tiation of the Nirvdpa is meant [see Tihdsya on Sutra 46, Text, p. 132'|. 
Exactly in the same manner, in the case in cpiestion what is meant is the 
single knlpami in general, which should not bo differentiated on the basis of 
such specifications as those of * dyu' and ^ prana','' 

Answer — In connection with this inontra, we find the injunction 
* Klrptlh vdehnyati' (‘Pronounces the Klrpti-tnatUras'), whore the Kirpti- 
7nantras (which is the name given to the Mantra-Uixt in cpiestion) are spoken 
of in the plural ; so that when the text is recited, thc^.re should bo a reciting 
of many mmitras , — one of them being in the form * Ay ar yajnemi kalpatmn', 
whores we have the * klrpti ' of Ayu, which would be one Mantra,— the next 
auintra being ^ Prdno yajnena kalpatdm' where we have the *klrpti' of 
Prana ; and so C 3 n, with the other parts of the text which speak of the ‘ klrpti ' 
of several other things. Thus the making up of so many distinct mantras to 
})e rocuted would bo the distinctly pc^rcoptible purpose served by each set of 
words; and as eacdi set of words would bo serving a distinct purpose, 
and various distinct purposes would be served, — each sot should be regarded 
as a distinct sontonco. 

Objection, “As in the case of ‘ Bhago vdni vlbhajafn, etc,', the Snfdhdn- 
tin has taken all thc 3 various sets of words as speaking of the single act of 
vibhdga in general (see Bhdsya under Sutra 41), bottom of p. 132 Te.vt), in 
the same maimer we may take the various sets of weirds as speaking of the 
single ac't of ‘ klrpti ’ in general.” 

Reply: That is not possible. In the case of the Vthhdgaf the rtblidga in 
general was something perceptible, while in the present case the Khpti is not 
])orceptiblo. 

Further, we have tho distinct injunction ‘ Recites the Klrpti -mantras 
(plural)’ : and in the first set of words ' Ay ur^ yajnena kalpatdm' we have a 
clear enunciation of tho ^.Klrpti' of Ayu^ and similarly in the second set of 
words, * Prdno yajnena kalpatdm ' wo have an ecpially clear enunciation 
of tho Klrpti of Prana.— -Vnym all this it follows that these are distinct 
sentences. 

[To tho principle enunciated in this Aclhikarana wo have a corollary to the 
effect that, when different parts of a mantra are found by their implication to be 
meant for servdng distinct purposes, each such part should be regarded as a 

distinct sentence. Kor instance, in the m&ixire. -* Syonante. smlnnahkrinomi 

tasmin sida (Taitti. Riahmana, 3. 7. 5. 2; Manava Shrauta Siitra I 2. 6. M») --we 
find that tho first part, by its meaning, is intended to be employed in the act of 
preparing the ‘ seat ’ for the cake, while tho last part, in the same manner, for that 
of actually keeping the cake upon that ‘ seat ' ; hence the passage is regarded as 
containing two distinct tnarUraa. This has been called ‘ Syntactical split due to 
difference in use ’ (see Rrihati MSS., p. 796).] 



Adhikaraivia (16): Principle of Elliptical Extension — 

Amisanga. 

SUTRA (48). 

Elliptioal Extension should complete the Sentences ; 

AS IT IS EQUALLY APPlJCABLE TO ALL. 

lihasya. 

|Tho consideration of the extent of Mantra-fexls (;ontinues. | 

We liave the text — * Yd te arpte nynshntfd-tanurvnrsisthu yahraresthd 
Uijmm rncho apdhadhlt tremm vacho apdbadhlt sndfdi ; — //r7 te cupie rajdshayd — 
yd te ayne hardsfutyd' (Taittirlya SadMld 1. 2. 112). — In eonneotion with 
this, there arises the (|iiestion — Ts the connection of the portion of the text 
beginning with * TanurrnrsIsfJul' to be extended to each of tht» two f'lauses 
at the end {* yd te ayne rajdshayd'' and * yd te ayne hardshaydY ? Or are 
these two incomplete sentences to be completed by the adding of ordinary 
secular words ? 

The Purrapak'sa view on this question is that “ the senten(*(' ‘ yd te mjm 
rajdshayn" is not to be completed by adding to it the words beginning with 

* tanfirrarsist/uV ; as these words are not found in the text appearing after 
the said irjcompleto sentence." 

In afiswer to this we have the following SkMIidnta ; — The senienc'e is to 
be completed by means of the elliptical extension of the w^ords ‘ taniirmrsift- 
tjulf etc. ’ ; as these words are as const ruable with the clause * yd te ayne rajd- 
shayd ’ and ‘ yd te ayne hardshuyd " as with ‘ yd te ayne a yd ska yd 

“But with the clause * yd te ayne hardshnyd'' the connection of tlic 
words * tandrmrsisthd, eU'.' is int(*rrupted (liy the intervention of the clause 

* yd te ayne rajdshayd 

Not so; because then* is nothing interverung between the words ‘ 
varsisthd, etc.' and the two clauses Y yd te aym rajdshayd' anti * yd te ayne 
hardshayd ’) taken as one composite whole ; i.o. the composite whole consist- 
ing of the clause ‘ yd te ayne rajdshayd ’ (and t he clause ‘ yd te ayne hardshayd ’ ). 
But, inasmuch as no usefid purpose would be stTvod by connecting the 
supplorntmtary clause {* tanurrarsisthd, etc.') v\’ith the composite whole (con- 
sisting of both the ciaus(\s ‘ //d te ayne rajdshayd ' and \yd te ayne hard- 
shayd'), the said supplernenttiry clause is construed with t*ach of the 
component clauses ; and as there is nothing to tdioose as to which one of the 
component elaiises the supplementary clause is to be construed with, the 
elliptical extension (of the supplementary clause) is to apply to all the 
incomplete clauses. 

rriie sense of this scjrnewhat obscure passage has been thus elucidated 
in tli(* Tanlravdrtika — Trans., pp. 002-603. — The author of the Bhasya holds 
that, inasmuch as the factor in question, * Ta 7 iurvaraiathd, etc,' is read 
between the first and second mantrus, it is not expressed to which of these 
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two it is more intimately eonnented : hence it must be taken as equally re- 
lated to both of them. Then he raises the question of its connection with the 
third nuznlra, from which the supplementary clause is one stop further 
removed ; and in order to meet the difficulty of the intervention, what the 
Bhasya does is to take the second and ^hird mantras together as forming 
a single composite whole; and this rcmcives the difTiculty duo to the 
intervention of the second mantra betw’oen tlu^ supplementary clause and 
the third mantra. Then, there arises the difficulty that in that- case the 
supplementary clause would comploU^ the composite whole formed by the 
two mantras, and not each of them separately. This difficulty is met by the 
declaration that, inasmuch as the composite whole is incapable of being 
used at a sacrifice, the supplementary (danse must be construed with each 
part of it ; and hcmce it is concluded that both the clauses being cciuall^y in- 
capable of being comphded in any other way, the whole of th(^ supplementary’' 
clause is to be (ionstrued with (^ach one of the incomplete clauses.] 

Says the ()ppon(;nt — “ [In the case cited above the last two clauses were 
incomplete and hen<;e there was need and justification for connecting the 
supplomcntary words ‘ TanurvarsistM , etc,'' wdth them j--How will it bo in 
tho case of the following text where the sots of words are complete in 
thomselv(*s and yet there is a supplementary set of words capable of being 
constnuHl with the former sets: — ‘ Cliitpat islvd pundtu — i^lkpatislvd pundtu — 
derasfja trd sarifd pandtn — achrhhldremt pnvilremi rasoh surpnspa rashml^ 
bhih' ('Paitti. Sani. 1. 2. 1. 2). Here eacli of the throe clauses, each of which 
ends with the term * pundfii \ is complete in itself and does not stand in 
need of any additional words (for tho cc^mplotion of its syntactical con- 
nection). — * But tho words beginning with achchhidrhvt would require some 
words to complete the sentence’. — True, tliose words do require some 
words; but this refpiirement would bo met by connecting these words with 
only one of the three sets of sentences ending with ' pnntita \ and there 
would bo no need for them to be connected with the other two st^ts. Because 
one set of words recpiires another only when the former, without the latter, 
remains meaningless; and the meaning of tho s(^t of words beginning with 
* achclihidrvtui^ becomes completed by its being connected with one sentence 
out of tho three ending with * pan(lfii\ and as thus it no longer remains 
meaningless, it would not require to be connected with the other two sen- 
tences. As for these twej sentences, each of them is complete in itself, 
and hence does mjt require to be connected with tho set of words beginning 
with * ftrhvhhidrena*. '" it might bo argued that it is true that the require- 
ments of the set of words beginning wdtli ^ avliv/ihidrena' would be met by 
being connecjted with only one of the three sentences, but. there is nothing 
to indi<?at 0 the one particular sentence out of the throe with which it might 
be connected, in preference to the other two, with which latter it may not be 
connected; — and under the circumstances, it would be best to connect it 
with all the three sontencea* — But this is not possible ; there is a peculiar 
circumstance (which connaiots the words with only one of the three sen- 
tences), in the shape of the fact that tho words follow immediately after 
one of the three sentences (i.e. the sentence ‘ Devasya tvd savita p)undUi \ 
with which the words^may be connected (in preference to the other two 
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sentences). So that the set of words beginning with ‘ achchhidreim ’ should 
be construed with the sentence immediately preceding it, — and the ellip- 
tical extension should not extend to all the three sentences.” 

The anstver to the above is as follows: — It cannot be as urged above. 
In fact, the word that is found to immediately precede the set of words 
beginning with * acJichhidrena * is the word ‘ punatu * ; — this word ‘ pundlu ’ 
itself is preceded by every one of the throe clauses * ch}tpatistvd\ * mkpati- 
stwV and ^demsya savitd ^ ; — the term ^punatu* also is one and the same 
only repeated again and again ; — hence we conclude that wherever the word 
* punatu ’ is found used, there the set of words beginning with ‘ achchhidrena' 
should also be used, as it is syntactically connected with the word ‘ pundtu ’ ; 
— now the word ^ pundtu^ having become connected with * achrhhidrena, 
etc.* — the clauses * chitpatistvd \ * vdkpattsttJd' and ‘devasi/a tvd sauifa ' re- 
main ‘ wanting* (incomplete) without the word ^pundtu '' ; and they require 
this word * pundtu^ for their completion; — this word has become connected 
with the words ‘ achchhidrena, etc ,' ; — from all this it follows that each of 
these clauses has to be completed (and has its requirements met) by 
the connection of the word * pmidlu' along with the elliptical eMenttion (in 
the shape of the words ^ achchhidremi, etc,'), — Thus it follows that the words 
‘ achchhidremi, etc,' are * ecpmlly applicable to all * the three sentences, and hence 
all these senbmees have to be completed by the extension of those words. 



ADHiKAEAijrA (17) : Cases where Elliptical Extension is not 

permissible. 

SUTRA (49). 

There should re so elliptioal extknsion where there is 

INTERVENTION (OF UNCONNECTED WORDS). 

Bhdsya, 

[This Adhikamna is brought in by way of a couuior-instanee to the functioning 
of mere Proximity in the matter of Anumhga^ Elliptical Extension Tantravnrtika — 
Trans., p. 007.] 

There is the text — ‘ (a) Sanle vdryurvdtemi tjachchhalfim, (b) Sam yaja- 
trainingduu (r) Sam yajtmpatirashim' (Taitti. Sam. 1. 3. 8. 1). Here the 
(singular) ‘ (jachchhatdm * — as ocjcurring in (a) ‘ Sante vdyurgachchhatdm ’ can- 
not be construed with (c) * Sam yajnapathdshi8d\ because the connection 
between these two is interrupted by the sentence (b) * Sam yajatrairangdni' 
(which cannot be construed with * gachchhatdmA of the preceding sentence, 
as the pluml noun * attgani' would need the plural verb * gachchhantdm^) • 
that is, the supplementary word ‘ garhchfiatum ’ to bo connected with the 
last sentence, which stands in need of that word, is interrupted by the words 
‘ Sam yajalfnirafigani' ; and unless the said word ' gachchhatdm ’ has become 
connected with these intervening w'ords, it could not, by reason of this 
interruption, become connected with the last sentence (ending with ‘ dshisd ’). 
For this want of connection thus there is a special reason, in the shape of the 
said intervention; and so long as this special reason is there, it is not possible 
for the supplementary word gachchhatdm) to betake itself to the third 
sentence. — For those reasons, the intervening sentence which needs a plural 
verb, — as also the sentence whose connection with the verb in the first sen- 
tence is interrupted by the intervening sentence, — have to bo completed only 
by the adding of secular words. 


End of Fdda i {IrUroduclory) of Discourse II, 



DISCOURSE II. 

PADA II. 

Grounds of Differkntiation Amono Acts. 

Atdhikara^ta (1 ) : — Difference in the Apurva of Subsidiary 
Acts : Difference among Acts based upon the difference 
of words signifying the Acts. 

SUTRA (1). 

Where there is a different word, there is a different 
Act; because of its speital equipment. 

lihlsya. 

[Ill the foregoing Pada whieh i« Introductory to the Second nisieoiirse. we have 
denlt with all mattcra connected, directly or indirectly, with the subject-matter of 
the Di.scoiirse — Differentiation of Acta. And now, first of all wo take up the 
differentiation of acta through difference in the words expressive of the acts. 
Tantravartiha — Trans., p. 610.] 

There is the Jyotktomn sacrifice, in connection with wliich we luive the 
texts — (a) * Samena yajeta \ {b) ‘ DaksiTf^dnl juholl\^ and (c) * Hlranyarndfre- 
yiiyn daddtV (Shata. Bra. 4. 3. 4-21) — which speak of the throe acts of (n) 
‘sacrifice', (h) ‘offering of libations into fire', and (e) ‘giving’. — Now, in 
regard to these acts, there arises tlie question — Do these accomplisli their 
result collectively or severally? — Thert^ is this doubt because inst rumen ts 
ill general are found to accomplish their results colloetively as well as 
severally; for instance, when we find the mortar standing upon three stone- 
pieces, we have a case of the act of supporting being done collectively by the 
three stone-pieces; in the case of pegs in the wall, on the other hand, ive 
find each of them severally serving the purpose of supporting the hanging 
noo.so (on which articles of food, etc., are liung). — Thus it is that there 
arises the doubt as to whether the acts of sarrificinff, offeriny lilmtimis into 
fire and giving accomplish the result collectively or severally. 

The Purvapakm on this question is as follows; — “These acts operate 
collectively; — why? — because of things with transcendental potency we 
should assume as few as possible. — Why so? — Because, when a thing is 
neither seen nor heard, it is understood that it does not exist.; but oidy if 
its non-existence does not involve the inconsistency of a fact that has been 
perceived or hoard of. In case, there is such inconsistency, it would he 
right to assume the existence of the thing which had been understood to be 
non-existent ; as on being thus assumed, it servos the useful purposi^ (of ren- 
<lering consistent and explaining the perceived fact). In case however, this 

* Ne 011(3 knows of any such material substance as ‘ flakH/idni ’ ; hence this word 
has to be taken, not as denoting somc^thing to bo offered into the Fire, but as the 
name of the llama, — (Tantravartiha — Trans., p. 620.) 
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special circumstance (of the inconsistency of a perceived fact) is not duly 
recognised, then there can be no assumption of anything at all. — In the case 
in question however, we do recognise a special circumstance, — viz. that the 
several acts bring about a single A purva ; hence it is that what is desired to 
be performed is the whole set of the three acts; and when wo come to 
assume a transcendental potency arising from the performance, it is far 
more reasonable to assume a single potency arising out of the entire set than 
one potency from each one of the acts. — It will not be right to argue that 
(the acts being enjoined severally) there is no set of arts as a whole enjoined 
by the Veda. — Uecause the set as a whole is enjoined by tlie injunction of t he 
several components themselves. —Thus it follows that what is meant 1 o be 
performed is the entire sot of the three acts. — 

“Or, in the word * yajeta^ (‘should sacriliee*), there are two factors; of 
which the first factor denotes the sacrifice and the second factor denotes tlie 
^bhdt^and\ ‘bringing about'; — similarly in the word *flndati\ the first 
factor denotes the yivlng and the second factor reiterates the same ‘ bringing 
about’; — so also in the word *juhoti\ the first fafctor denotes the offer 
Into fire and tin? second factor reiterates the same ‘ bringing about ’. Thus 
then, the three acts of sacrificing, offerlmj of libation Into fire and qlvlnq are 
fmjoined by the V'eda as the means to the single ‘bringing about’ (of the 
desired result); so that what is recognised is the peculiar (qualified) Jirlnq- 
Imt About of the Transcendental Potency by means of the three acts of sncrl- 
ficlnq, offer huf Into Fire and (firing, it is for this reason that it is asserted 
that the acts accomplish a single Transcendental Potency (.-lj(;ar?Y/) collec- 
ti rely . — 

“ Or, it may bo that the term \ga.jeta^ should sacrifice’) itself denotes 
the act of glrlng, which same girlngh^ mentioned again in the terms \iu/iotr 
(‘ofi’ers into Kire’) and *</a(fdtr (‘gives’) for the purpose of connecting the 
act (of g I rhf(j) with the various accessory details. 

“ From all this it follows that t here is a single Transcendental Potency 
{Apurra, brought about by the three Acts collectively).” 

Tri answer to theabo\'^<< Purrapaksa, wo have the following Sldd/nlnta : — 
There is a distinct Transc.ondental Potency with eacdi individual word 
(denoting an action), 'i his is what is meant by the — ‘ fVhere there Is a 

different word, there is a different act, because of its special e(piipmenf\ As a 
matter of fact, tlio word • yajeta'' (‘ should sacrifice ') lays down the propriety 
of performing the act of ‘ sacrificing ’, not the act of ‘ offering into Fire ’ which 
is spoken of by means of the second word \juhotl\ or the act of ‘ giving ' whicli 
is spoken of by means of the third word ‘ daddti \ — simply because all these 
are ‘different words’. The fact that the three acts form one composite 
whole is indicated only by the circumstance that they are spoken of by 
means of sentences which are construed together on the basis of a supposed 
directive sentence (which recapitulates all the subsidiaries as pertaining to a 
single Primary); while the fact tJiat each of the components is a distinct 
entity is indicated directly by the Vedic text itself. Tliat is to say, that the 
act of ‘ sacrifice ’ mentioned by the word ‘ yajeUi * is to be taken along wit h 
the * giving’ and the * offering into Fire’ is indicated only by the syntactical 
connection based upon the proximity of the words speaking of these latter to 
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the word speaking of the sacrifice ; while the act of ‘ sacrifice ’ mentioned by 
the word ^ yaj eta ^ expresses by direct denotation, the single act of ‘sacrifice’, 
not tlie acts of ‘ offering into Fire ’ and ‘ giving ’ ; — and Direct Denotation 
(Shruti) is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection ( Vdkya). Thus the- 
composite whole (composed of the three acts) is not what is denoted direct- 
ly by the words of the text ; so that if any such whole had to be assumed, 
it could be assumed only on the basis of the syntactical connection due to- 
all the (three) sentences in the context being construed together. — The 
word * dadCiti'' (‘gives’) is entirely distinct from the word * yajati* (‘sacri- 
fices’), so that, even though the second part of those words Cyajati\ 
^juhoti^ and * daddti'), which connotes the ‘ bringing about’, is common to 
all, yet the first part of each of them is distinct from the rest ; hence one 
composite (formed of the two parts) must be a word different from the 
other composite (formed of the two parts) : and what is denoted by one com- 
posite must clearly be different from that denoted by the other composite. — 
For example, what the word ^dadydt' (‘should give ’) signifies is that ‘one 
should bring about by the act of giving where what is understood as the 
means of the ‘ bringing about ’ is the single act of giving, which does not 
stand in need of the help of the two acts of sacrificing and ojferimj into Fire, 
Similarly, the word \juhoti' (‘ offers into fire’) signifies the ‘ bringing about’ 
as accomplished by the act of offeritnj into Fire, which does not stand in need 
of the help of the other two acts of giving and sacrifice, — Thus all that 
we learn from the word (^daddli^) is that ‘ the Srin(jing About is accomplished 
by the act of giving only’; — also what we learn from the word '‘jnhoti^ is 
that ‘the Bringing About is a<‘eomplished by the act of offering into Fire 
only’ ; and there is nothing by which the notion that ‘ the bringing about is 
accomplished by the act of giving only’ could be set aside. 

Thus then, we find that the act of giving, having become ‘ ocpiipped ’ 
with all its special auxiliaries, does not stand in need of being equipped or 
connected with the other acts of sacrifice and ojfering into Fire\ —and the 
conclusion therefore is that the three sentences are distinct, and there is a 
distinct 'Franscendental potency related to each of the three verbs. 

It is not possible for the ‘ sacrifice ’ or the ‘ offering into Fire ’ to be 
taken as a reference to the act of giving ; as that would lead to the incon- 
gruity that the acts of sacrifice and ojfering into Fire are not meant to be 
performed. — Nor can the ‘giving’ bo regarded as a reference to the other 
two acts ; because the purpose served by the ‘ giving ’ is the bringing about 
of the proprietory right of another person (the recipient of the gift, — in the 
article given away), while the purpose served by the other two acts is mere 
surrendering (of what belongs to the Agent). 

The purpose served by the present discussion is that according to the 
Furvapaksa there would be a single Transcendental Potency resulting from 
all the three acts taken as one composite whole, [so that there would be no 
relation of ‘ primary ’ and ‘ subsidiary ’ among the three acts] ; while accord- 
ing to the SiddhdrUa the Transcendental Potency results from the act of 
sacrifice alone and the other two acts are subsidiary to that act. 



Adhikabai^a (2) : Difference among Acts spoken of by the 
same word often repeated : — Different Apurvas from the 
Samit, Tanunapat, etc. all of xohich are ‘ sacrifices ’ . 

SUTRA (2). 

This kkpetition of one and the same word also should [indi- 
cate DIFFERENCE AMONO ACTSj ; BECAUSE, IF THERE WERE NO 
DIFFERENCE, THE REPETITION WOULD BE USELESS. 

Bhdsya. 

I The foregoing Adhikarana has treated of a ease where the difference among 
acts was bused upon the difforonce among the words expressive of tliose acts. This 
would give rise to the notion that the acts would be the same where they ure ex- 
pressed by tho same words; i.o. w’hen the same word is repeated several times, it 
stands for the same act. It is this notion on which the Piirvapaksa of tho present 
AdhIJenrnija is based; which is finally rejected in favour of tho Si ddhant a ^ that when 
the same word is repeated several times, it stands for so many several acts.] 

Wg have such texts as — * Sam Ulko yajati -Tanunnpdiam yajaft, etc , — [/- 
do yajati — Varhir tfajati — ScahdkCtram yajnti'^ — (Taitti. Saiii. 2. (h 1. 1-2), — 
when? the same verb * yajali* is repealed five times, -The cpiestion is — Does 
this word so repeated indicate a single Transcendental Potency (resulting 
from the acts collectively) ? Or is there a distinct Transcendental Potency 
from each repetition of the Act ? 

'Tlie Purrapakm view on this (|uestion is as follows: — ‘‘It has been 
dochiied (in the foregoing Adhikarana) that the acts are different when the 
words expressing them are different; in the present case it is the same word 
repeated again and again ; honco in the present case tliere must bo a single 
Transcendental Potency -‘If dilTeront potencies wore not indicated, then 
the r(»petition wovild bo useless’. — True; the repetition would serve no use- 
ful purpose; but even though repeated sever«al times, a word cannot have 
different meanings; in fact, what is understood from it at tho first time of its 
utterance is exactly the same that is understood from it at. the hundredth 
fitno.— Hence it follows that oven though tho word ^ yajalV has been 
repeated five times, it stands for a (single Act and a) single Transcendental 
Potency (resulting from that act). — Nor does this make tho repetition entirely 
useless; as it serves tho purpose of enjoining tho several deities Tanurmpdt 
and the rest. — Tleiico it is only a single Transcendental Potency that follows 
in the case in (piestion.” 

In answer to the above, wo have tho following Siddhdnta : — The repetition 
of one and the same word also would indicate difference among the acts ; be- 
cause if the mere single act were enjoined, — and ‘ if there were no difference, 
— then the repetition would he useless\ — “It has already been explained that 
the same word cannot enjoin different things ”, — Our answer to this is that 
even the very first sentence * Saniidjp^^^^jati* is only reiterative (not 
15 
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injunctive) ; the fact of the matter is that the act of sacrifice has already been 
enjoined by the (Primary) Injunction ‘ One should offer the Darsh<i-purna~ 
mdsn sacrifices ’ ; — now, it is not possible for deities for this sacrifice to be 
enjoined (by the sentences in question, ‘ Sam id ho yajati, etc.*); because 
the deity for that sacrifice has already been got at from*" the direct in- 
junction (contained in the text ^ Agneyo* stdkapdlah* ^ whore Aqni is enjoined 
as the Deity) ; while, if the deity were to be indicated by the sentences in 
question, it could be done either through Syntactical Connection or through 
Context; and under the circumstances, it would not be right to regard the 
two deities (one, the directly enjoined one, and the other got at through 
S>Titactical Connection or Context) as optional alternatives. And yet the 
connection between the act of sacrifice and the deities (Sainit and the I’est), 
Vhich is clearly enjoined (by the sentences * Sum id ho yajnti*, cfr.) could not 
bo effected unless the act of sacrifice were performed ; so that if the sacrifice 
were not performed, tho injunction (of the deity) would be useless; on the 
other hand, if tho sacrifice is performed, then tho said connection (wifh 
tho deities) can bo effected. It is necessary therefore to repeat the act of 
sacrifice (for the purpose of connecting it with the several dtiities mentioned, 
Samil, Tanunapdt and the rest) ; and with each such repetition there is a 
distinct Transcondeiital Result. Then again, the result that is brought 
about by the conneefion of tho sacrifice with Samit cannot be the sanu^ 
that lias brought about its connection with Tanunaimt ; because the>' ar(^ 
quite distinct ; hence also they cannot be regarded as optional alternati\'os. 

The purpose served by this discussion is that according to the Purm- 
paksut there is a single performance, while according to tho Stddhdnfu, tho 
performance has to bo repeated over and over again. 



ADHiKARAijrA (3) : The Aghara, etc. are subservient to the 
Agneya, etc. — Exceptions to the last two Adhilcaraims. 

SUTRA (3). 

The context cbbtainly points to the Paurnamasi, as the 

DETAILS (of any OTHER) ARE NOT MENTIONED. 

Bhdsya. 

[Tho form of this Sutra has led some people to think that we have hero n dis- 
cussion of the primary and subsidiary eliaracter of certain acts, — and hence to raise 
tho objection that it is irrelevant in the present Adhyaya. But in reality, as the 
TantravUrtika (Trans., j). (>.‘14) rightly points out, the present discussion had to be 
introduced as dealing with the exceptions to the principles of differentiation 
deduced from the last two discussions, and not dealing with tlio question of the 
primary or subsidiary character of certain acts; this latter question comes in only 
incidentally.] 

Wo have tho text — (A) * Ywldgneyo'HtaknpCilo' mdmst/dt/dni pmtrna^ 
vidaifdnchdcliijufo hhavati* (Taitti. Saih. 2. 6. 3. 3) — ‘ Tdmhrutdmafjnisotndvdj- 
yasyaica fan — U pdmslui pnurnamdsydm yajnnnlli ’ — ‘ Tabhydnietamaymsoml- 
yumckddaahnkapdlum pniirmvtidse prdyachchat * (cf. Shata. J3ra. 1. 0. 2. 14) — 

* A hul rand ad hyfwidvds yd yam aindram jJayo* mdvdsydydm' (Taitti. Saiii. 2. 6. 
4. 1); — and then (13) * Ay lid ramdgMrayati' (Tebitti, Sarii. 2. 5. 11. (>) ; — ^ Ajya~ 
bhdya u ya jati — Svistakrte saniavadyati — Patnisaniyd jdm yajat I — Sam isfaya- 
jurjiilioti' (Bliata. Bra. 1. t). 2. 25); — further (0) ‘ Ya evamvidvdn paiirna- 
mdslm yajate ya ecamvtd,rdnamdvdsydni yajai^' (Taitti. Saiii. 1. (h 9. 1-2). 
— In regard to these, there arises tho question — (1) Are all the acts hero 
spoken of equally ‘ primary ’ ? Or those beginning with Ayneya and ending 
with Payas (i.e. all those spokon of in the sot of sentences A) are ‘primary* 
and those beginning with Aylidra (spoken of in B) direct auxiliaries, and 
hence ‘ subsidiary ’ to the aforesaid ? — There also arises tho further question 
(2) — Are the two sentences ‘ Ya evamvidodn, etc, * (C) conjointly only refer- 
ences to tho original acts (spoken of in the preceding sentences) ? Or are 
the two sentences ‘ Ya evamvidvdn paiirnamdslm yajate' and ‘ Ya evarn- 
vidvdndmdaydni yajatV injunctive of two entirely different acts, and the 
preceding sentences are injunctive of details regarding those two acts ? 

[Tho issues involved in these questions have boon thus clearly stated in the 
Tantravdrtika (Trans., pp. 634-635)- If the two sentences ‘ Ya evanividvan paunia- 
mdslm yajatH ’ and ‘ Ya evamvidvanamdvdaydm yajatv. ’ lay down two distinct inde- 
pendent acts, then all the various sacriffees mentioned in tho other sentences - viz : 
Agneya, etc. and Aghara, etc. — would be all distinct acts, all of equal importance; 
while, if the two sentences contained only a reference to the six acts that have been 
mentioned in the first sot of sentences (A), — then these alone would be ‘ primary * 
acts as being connected with tho prescribed times of Amdvdsyd and Paurnamasi ; 
and the two names ‘ Darsha * and ‘ Puranamlisa * would, in this case, be taken as 
the names of these six acts, which alone would therefore be directly connected with 
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the resultant Apuroa ; and in that case the other sot of acts, Aghara and the rest^ 
mentioned in the second set of sentences (B), become ‘subsidiary* to the aforesaid 
acts.] 

On the said question, we have the Purvapaksa that “ because of * the 
words being different ’ and because of there being * a repetition of the same 
words’, all the acts spoken of in the texts are distinct acts, all equally 
‘ primarj'^ ” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa we have the following Sidd/idnia: — The 
context certalnhj points to the ^ Pan rnamA si * ; that is, the two sentences (0) 
mentioning the words * an) dvdsyci* and * pa)irnatm~tsi * are only references to 
the original acts, Afjne)ja and the rest; — why? — because the details of any 
other are not mentioned ; — the sonienco ‘ Ya evamvidvdn panrmtmdshn, etc* 
(‘One who knowing this offers the sacrifice named Paiirnamdsl, etc.*) speaks 
of alt the said sacrifices; — nor do we know what is the form (details) of the 
particular (distinct) sacrifice named ‘ Paurnamasl ' ; so that if this were a dis- 
tinct sacrifice by itself wo would know nothing about it. It is for this reason 
that we assert that if the two sentences (C) were injunctiv'o of distinct 
sacrifices, then they would be ontiroly useless ; — on the other hand, if these 
two sentences wore only references to the actions prescribed in the first set 
of sentences, then the meaning of the two sentences comes to bo that the 
sacrifices tliat have been mentioned in the preceding sentences in close 
proximity to these two sentences are related to (are to bo performed at) 
the two points of time Amdvdsyd and Paurnamasl; and thus the form 
(details) of the sacrifices thus referred to being well known, the two sentences 
come to servo the distinctly useful purpose (of pointing out the time of their 
performance). — “ How can a word with the singular ending pa))rnamdslm ’) 
speak of (refer to) several sacrifices (the six sacrifices mentioned in the first 
set of sentences)?” — To such an objection, if raised, our answer would bo 
that the word with the singular ending would be taken as a collective 
noun ; i.e. the sacrifices originally inentionod have their details laid down, 
and there is a collective group composed of these sacrifices, which collcriire 
gro)ip is what is referred to by the word with the singular ending (‘ paurna- 
mdstm*); so that there is nothing incongruous in tlie singular ending (in 
the word referring to the group of sacrifices) ; because ftiero are man>" such 
words with the singular ending as refer to several things taken collectively, 
— such words, for instance, as ‘company’, ‘forest’, ‘tribe’, ‘assembly’. — 
When the two sentences in question are taken as referring to the group com- 
posed of Agneya and the other acts, then these same acts come to be 
spoken of by moans of the word ‘ Darsha-Paurnamdsa, ’ and thus it is that 
they become connected with the result (spoken of in the sentence ‘ Darsha- 
panrnamdsdhhydtn svargakdfno yajeUi*). 

Such being the case, the Agluira and other acts spoken of (in the second 
set of sentences B) in close proximity '.to the other acts (Agneya^ etc. which 
are connected with the result, Heaven) come to be regarded as direct auxili- 
aries (to those acts). 
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SUTRA (4). 

Also because we find a peculiar feature in all; if they 

WERE ALL equally ‘PRIMARY’, THAT FKATURE COULD NOT 
APPEAR IN THKM. 

Bhcisya, 

If all tho acts were equally ‘primary’, then the Pmudjas could not bo 
found in tho ectypal sacrifices (of which the Darsha-paummndsa are the 
Archetype) ; — but they are actually found in them ; as is clear from the text 
that ‘ Krsnala is to be used at each Prnydja ’ (1’aitti. Saih. 2. 3. 2. 3) (when this 
PrayCija is performed in connootion with the ectypal sacrifices). — This (pre- 
sence of tho Praydjns in the ectypal sacrifices) could no|. be possible if tho 
Praydja, were not subsidiary to the Ayneya and the rest. — For this reason 
also all the acts cannot bo regarded as equally * primary. ’ 

1 If t lie sacrifices nientioiicd in the two sentences ‘ Ya eamivulvan, etc.' were dis- 
tinct from all the others spoken of in the eonnect(Ml texts, then Aghara and tho 
other acts would ho equally ‘primary’; and hence, in a(*cordance with tho 
principle enunciated untler autm S. 1. 2fi, the PrnydjthH also, like tho Agniya and tho 
rest, would form ])art of the instrumental factor; and as such they would no longer 
bo able to form i)urt of the Procedure of the cctyi»al sacrifices, the iustriunental 
factor of whoso ‘Bringing About' is already prescribed elsewhere; under tho 
circumstances, tho ecty])al sacrifices could no longer take the I^rnyajas into 
themselves; — but as a matter of faet, the Frayajas are actually taken up by tho 
ectypal sacrifices; as is clearly indicated by the fact that we have a text laying 
down Krifijala as tho material to he used at tlie Pragdja when jierfonned in connection 
u'lth the ectypal mrrijices. Consequently, in order to establish the fact of tho 
Praydja lacing sul3sidiary to the AgnUya, etc. we must take tho two sentences 
(‘ Va ecanividvant etc. ’) as only rejerring to the sacrifices already spoken of in the pre- 
ceding sentences. —Tanlravdrtilca, I'rans., pp. fi.lT-fioSJ. 


SUTRA (5). 

[Ob.iecttonJ — “ But the requisite accessory details (of the 

TWO SACRIFICES ENJOINED BY THE TWO SENTENt'ES ‘ YA 
EVAMVIDVAN, ETC.’) ARE ACTUALI.V LAID DOWN 
DIRECTLY IN THE VeDIC TEXTS.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not true that tho texts containing tho mention of Panrnamdsl 
and Amdvdsyd are expressive of tho two groups of sacrifices; in fact, they 
are clearly injunctive of two distinct sacrifices. Being thus taken, the 
words would not have to be taken in an indirect figurative sense (as stand- 
ing for the two groups of acts mentioned in other sentences). — ‘ But the 
form (details) of the two sacrifices is not mentioned’. — This form we would 
find out from another text — such as ‘ l^aarnnnidsydmdgncyo'stdkapdlo 
bhuvati' — from which it is clear that* tho sacrifice named Paurnamdsl 
(which is enjoined by the sentence ‘ Ya emmridruNf tYc.’)has this form that 
Ayni is f.lio deity and Cake is the material offered*. Thus it is that the 
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sentences speaking of the Agneya and the rest are to be taken as laying 
down the aecessory details (of Ihe two distinet acts, Panrnamasl and 
Amrlcflsyut which are enjoined by the two sentences ‘ Ya ei^mvidvdn, 

SUTRA (6). 

[Answer] — In reality, the texts (‘ yadagnEyaii, etc.’) should be 

REGARDED AS INJUNCTIONS ; AS (OTHERWISE) SEVERAL ACCES- 
SORY DETAILS WOULD BE PRESCRIBED SIMULTANEOUSLY ; 

[WHICH WOULD NOT BE RIGHT] ; FOR, IF SEVERAL ACCES- 
SORIES WERE PRESCRIBED IN CONNECTION WITH A 
SACRIFICE ALREADY KN.rOINED, — THEN, INAS- 
MUCH AS THE ACCESSORY DETAILS ARE FOR 
THE SAKE OF SACRIFICES ONLY, IT 
WOULD BE NECESSARY TO HAVE THE 
INJUNCTfON (of a SACRIFICE) 

IN CONNECTION WITH 
EACH ONE OF THE 
ACCESSORIES CON- 
CERNED. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality the sentences speaking of the Agmya and other acts should 
be regarded as injunctions of actions; — why? — as otherwise several accessory 
details would be 2 ^rescribed simultaneously ; that is to say, wliab you moan is 
that all the texts (‘ Yaddgneyahy etc.^) are syntactically connocted and they 
prescribe several accessories {Agni^ etc. as deities and the Cakef etc. as 
materials) (in connection with the sacrifices enjoined in the sentence ‘ Ya 
evamridvdn, etc."*). — But it is not possible for several accessories to be pres- 
cribed by one sonleiico in connection wdth a sacrifice that has been enjoined 
b^' another sonteiKie, sj^cciaJJy when there is no connection between the two 
sentences. — “B'hy ?” — Well, if, in the case in question, the connection in- 
tended is that ‘ the Astdkapdla (the Cake baked upon eight pans) is the 
malerial used at tlie Paurnamdsi sacrifice’, — tlioTi whence shall wo get the 
idea that ‘ tlK*re is such a thing in existence as the Astdkapdla (Cake) ’ ; — 
and under the circumstances (if there is no such thing in existence), wliat 
^astdkapdla' would be connected with the Paurnamdsi sacrifice? In the 
text speaking of the Astdkapdla (‘ Yaddgneyo' stdka pdlo bhavati') we find the 
verb ^bhavati', which means that ‘when the Asfnkapdla Cake is there, it is 
‘ dgneya ’ ; if then the ‘ astdknj)dla ’ is taken out of its connection with 
* bhavali' [and connected with the Paurmxmdsl sacrifice enjoined in another 
sentence), then it could not bo open to any such connection as that ‘ the 
A8tdknj)dl(i is Agniya'* . — If, on the other hand, the intended connection be 
that ‘the Agniya is present at the * Paurnamdsi sacrifice*, — then, in that 
case, there would be no connection between the Agniya and the Astdkapdla 
Cake. — If, (in order to avoid these difficulties) it be held that what is en- 
joined is that ‘ the Astdkajmla Cake used at the Paurr^xmasl sacrifice should 
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be Agneya then, it becomes necessary to point out the sentence that has 
enjoined the use of the Astakapala Cake at the Paurmiindsi sacrifice. — ^If (to 
avoid this difficulty) it bo held that that what is enjoined is that ‘the 
Agniya used at the Paurmirndsi sacrifice should bo A8takapdla\ — then, also, 
there is the same difficulty [i.o. what is the sentence that has enjoined the use 
of the Agniya at the Paurnarndal sacrifice ?] — If it be held that “ the Paurna- 
masl is connected with both (Agniya and Astakapala),'^ then there would 
bo no connection between the material (Astakapala Cake) and the Deity 
(Agni, mentioned by the term ^ agnlya^).~At it be explained that “what 
are connected with the Paurnanidsl sacrifice arc the material and the l^oily 
as related to each other", — then the meaning would be that ‘^Phat Asfdkajjdla 
Cake which is Agniya is to be used at the Paurnamdsl sacrifice’, — and in 
that case, inasmuch as there is no such thing known as * the Astakapala 
Cake which is Agniya ’ [as no Cake can bo * dgneyn' unless and until it has 
been offered to Agni, so that until the sacrifice itself has been performed, 
there can be no such thing as * the Astakapala Cake which is Agniya'}, this 
explanation also would bo improper. — If it bo held that “what is e*njoined 
in connection with tho Paurnamdsl sacrifice is the Cake that has been dedicated 
by some one to Agni (and not actually offered)” — in that case, as the Deity of 
the Paurnamdsl itself w’ould remain unmontioned |tho tmxi * dgneya ' denot- 
ing only tho deity to whom the cake has only been dedicated by some one, 
and not the one <o whom it is to bo offered at tho Paurnamdsl sacrifice], the 
form of tho Pan rnamdsl would remain incomplete. 

I Tho Tantravdrllka — Trans., p. bGIl — does not favour this explanation 
of tho phrase * Kenachif saukalpitah ' — It says somo people take this 
phrase as meaning ‘ dedicated to Agni b\' another sacrificer ’ ; but this is 
not correct ; because the using of what has been dedicated by another 
sacrifi(‘or would bo tantamount to stealing the material got ready by 
another person. Tho phrase has therefore to bo taken as ‘ what has 
been prescribed by some other fc.rt' — the deity Agni being one that is 
prescribed, for instance, by the text that speaks of ‘ one desiring a bright 
couiplexion '.] 

— -If some one were to say that ** Agni woiikl he the deity at tho 
Paurnamdsl sacrifice”, then, ho should bo told that * there can be no mutual 
■relationship' (Su. I. 4. !.■)); i.o. the term ^dgnlya' cannot contain a reference 
(to the deity to whom the <*ake has been dedicated by some one) and also 
an injunction (of the deity for the Paurnamdsl sacrifice). — “ We shall tlieri 
assume a deity (for the Paurnamdsl sacrifice)”.- That cannot bo; as unless 
there is an actual Tnjunetion of the Deity, there can bo no Deity ; the term 
^ deity' is a relative one; and while Agni is the ‘deity’ of the AsUikapdUi 
Cake, it is not a deity of the Ajya (Butter). It is necessary therefore that 
the connection between * Agniya' and the Astakapala Cake should bo 
actually enjoined ; and that in regard to wliich such a connection \vould be 
enjoined would be an act of sacrifice (as the cake cannot be dgneya, until it 
is actually offered in sacrifice, to Agni) ; and the result of this would be that, 
if the sentence laying down the said connection between the Cake and 
Agneya were taken as laying down an accessory for the Paurfuirndsi, what 
would bo laid down as such an accessory for the Paurnamdsl would be this 
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other sacn'Jice, and not a material or a deity , — and one sacrifice cannot 
constitute the form of another; — so that in this case, as the form of the 
Paurnamdsl remains unmontioned, the two sentences containing the terms 
‘ Paurnamasl * and * Amdmsjjd ’ could not be taken as enjoining two distinct 
Acts. 

It has been argued (Text — Bottom of p. 141) (against the Siddhd}ita) that 
“ the terms * Paurnamusl ’ and * Amdrdstjd * can refer to the sacrifices spoken 
of in the first set of sentences, only through indirect indication, not, 
directly”. — But this does not affect our position; under the circumstances, 
what is assumed oven indirectly would be quite right; for instance, we have 
such expressions as * aynaa tisfhati* — ^ a cate ii8thali\ where (the direct 
meaning of the words being found to be impossible, as no ono can stand 
m the fire or in the well), it is taken to mean indirectly that ‘one stands 
near the fire\ ‘one stands near the well’; so that indirect indication is 
what is accepted in ordinary usage also (and there is nothing incongruous 
in it). 


SUTRA (7). 

TlU-: MENTION ALSO OE THESE IS LIKE THAT. 

lihdpja. 

We have the text ‘ L’yrdni ha m Tddni hacuhsi amdrdsydyd/n .sambh- 
riyante — dyneyam prathamam aindre nttarcA, wliioh s|)eaks of the two 
sets of oiTerings collectively : ( 1) the Ayneya [Cake), and (2) the .1 indra (M ilk 
and Card). -Now if (as h('ld by the Panxipaksin) the Ayneya and the rest 
were to be regarded as accessories at this same single sacrilicc, the 
Amdensyd, — then the two sets of materials spoken of (Ayneya — Cake, and 
Aindra — MUk and Curd) would be optional alternatives, and in that 
case there would be no point in rnontioning an order of secjuencc in the 
getting together of tliese materials, which is mentioned in the s<‘ntenc»' 
^dyneyam prathamam — aindre uftareA ; as there can bo no order of sc(|uenco 
between two optional alternatives. — [And further, according to the Parra- 
paksa, over and above the three one, Ayneya and two Aindra, — there 
would be a fourth also, in connection with the distinct sacritice enjoined by 
the sentence ‘ Ya evamridrdjt, etc' so that we should have the plural form 
* uttardnV and not the dual form * attareA found in the text (piotcd.- - 
Tantrardrlika — Trans., p. G()5.] 


8UTRA (8). 

Also BEf^vusE we find iNjnrATivE texts. 

Bh(lv/a. 

We lind a text also indicative of the sanui — viz. : ‘ ('hatnrdasha paurtia- 
mdsydm dhatayo hdyantc, trayodasha amdedsyaydniA (‘There are fourteen 
libations offered at tho Paurnamdsl and thirteen at the Amdvdsyd "), — [If 
the sentences ‘ Va eramridndn, etc,' enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then the 
number of libations would bo more than Fourteen and Thirteen ; — if tho 
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sentencea ‘ Yaddgneyo, etc.’ were injunctive of accessories then the libations 
would be less than Fourteen and Thirteen \ and both of those views would ])e 
incompatible with the numbers Fourteen and Thirteen mentioned in the text 
just quoted. In fact the said numbers are possible only when there are 
three principal libations at the Faurruimdsi and two principal libations at the 
-.-Ima t'dayd . — T antra mrt Ika . ] 



Adiiikabaivia (4) : The Upamshuyaja is a distinct 
sacrifice : Counter-instance to the foregoing 
Adhiharana. 

SUTRA (9). 

[PfJBVAPAKSA]. — “T ub Upamshuyaja shoubij be wke the 
PaubnamasI. ” 

lihd-st/a. 

[The next tlirco Adhikarnnas treat of cases wliere a t'cjerence to a com- 
posite whole is not possible, as it is in the case of the DarsJia-Fnurruimdsa.^ 

AVe have the text ‘ Jdml rd etad yajhasya kriyate yndanvancJum 
puroddshaii—Updmithtiydjammitnrrt yajati*, It is a Jdnii, flaw in the sac- 
rifice, that the two cakes are in close proximity ; in between the two, there- 
fore, one should perform the Updthshttydja* — cf. T.S. 2. 0. (k 4] ; this is 
followed by another text — * {-ismirup(ith.s/iu yasfaryo^ jdmtlvdya, — l*rajd- 
'patirupdthshu ycsfaryo ’ jdmitvdya, — Afjnlsomdvupdthshu yastnvydvajd ~ 
initvdya ’ [‘ \’’isnn should bo sacrificed to for the removal of the flaw of 
Jdmi ; — Prajapati should be sacrificed to for the removal of the (law of 
Jdnil ; — Agni-Soma should be sacrificed to for the remov^al of the flaw of 
Jdmi ^]. — Now in regard to these two sets of texts, there arises the question 
— Does the sentence ‘One should perform the Updmshfiydja^ contain a 
reference to the batch of the three sacrifices mentioned in the second set 
of sentences as liaving Visnu, Prajapati and Agni-Soma as accessories ? or 
the injunction of a distinct sacrifice ? 

The Parrapaksa on this question is as follows: — 

“The Upamshuyaja also is capable of being treated like the Panrna- 
tudsi [i.e. as a more reference to the batch of three sacrifices] ; — why ? — be- 
cause it is spoken of by its name only. It is only a sacrifice equipped with 
all its accessory details that is spoken of by the particular name ‘ Updmshu’ 
ydja ’ ; but in the sentence where it is so spoken of, we do not find any 
mention of any accessories in the shajie of material and Deity ; — in the 
second set of sentences however we find a number of sacrifices mentioned of 
which * Updmshu' is mentioned as a cpialification [which makes the name 
‘ U pdmshuydja ’ applicable to them j ; — from all of which it follows that the 
i»ame ‘ Upamshuyaja'^ applies to the batch of those latter sacrifices. — ‘But 
what is enjoined in the sentence Upnmshuyajamnntard yajati is an entirely 
different sacrifice with updmshu as its qualification, and wdth a definite 
form of its own’. — In fact, words like those wo find in this sentence are not 
capable of signifying a sacrifice with updmshu as its qualification ; the only 
term that could signify such a sacrifice is the term ‘ Updmshuydga ’ ; as the 
change of *ja' into ‘ f/a ’ would be necessary according to Panini 7. .3-52; — 
the term ‘ Upamshuyaja' (with ja) is, in fact, grammatically incorrect. 
Hence there is no distinct sacrifice with a definite form (spoken of in the 
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sentence * Upamshuydjaniantara yajati'), — It ina\' be that this sentence 
speaks of sacrifice in general with a particular name (‘ Updmslmydja') ; but 
even so, wo could not have any idea of a distinct sacrifice, inasmuch as its 
material or deit 5 ^ is not mentioned. — ‘ In that case, the name Updmshuyaja 
would not be able to signify the batch of the sacrifices spoken of in the 
second set of sentences’. — The term * Upafhshuydja' may be so incapable, 
but the word * yajatV in the sentence would be expressive of those sacri- 
fices ; and under the circumstances, there would be nothing objectionable in 
regarding the word ‘ Updtkshuydja' also as a reference to those sacrifices.” 

SUTRA (10). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, the sentence must he an Injunction, 

AS THERE ARE NO OTHER SAt^RIFICES MENTIONED IN THE 

CONTEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

The sentence * Updmshnydjam yajafi' should be taken as speaking of a 
distinct sacrifice ; — why ? — because there are no other sacrifices mentioned 
in the context; and when there are no other si^crifices mentioned in the 
context, the batch of which would the sentence in question refer to ? — “ We 
have just pointed out that there are the sacrifices with Visnii, Prajapati 
and Agni-Sotna as deities which are spoken of in the context. -Certain- 
ly there are no such sacrifices; the sentences yon speak of — ‘ l^isnarnpathahu 
yastavjjnh' and the rest, — arc not injunctions, they are only Arthamdas 
(commendatory declarations). — “ How so ?” -Because in the same context 
wo have another injunction, in the form of the sentence ‘ U panishuyaja^ 
mn)itar(i yajnti\ which enjoins a sacrifice; in the circumstances, if the 
other sentences were also treated as Injunctions, there would bo a 
syntactical split (there being several injunctions in a sot of texts which 
practically form ‘ one sentence’). — Then again, what those sentences express 
is the connection of the sacrifice with N'isnu and other deities, not an 
Injunction. — “In the case of the sentence ^ Updmshuyaja manta rd yajati' 
also, what is expressed is the connection of the ‘ interval' antardia ' , as the 
time)”. — True; but in this sentence the sacrifice itself is enjoined as con- 
nected w’ith the qualifications * updmshu' (the ‘interval’ and the rest). — ■ 
And as the whole set of the sentences forms a single ‘sentence’, more than 
one thing could not be enjoined by it.— “ How so ? ’’--The whole set of sen- 
tences, beginning with * Jam i vd efal yajhasya. kriyate' and ending with the 
term ^ ajdmitrdya', form ‘one sentence’; — in the middle of this one (com- 
pound) sentence, wo havo the sentences speaking of Visnu, rrajdpati and 
Agni-Somn ; — so that what is connected with these cannot be treated as a 
separate sentence ; — hence it follows that those sentences — ^Visnnr updmshu 
yastavyah* and the rest, are not injunctions; — they are onl\’ commendatory 
declarations. — “What is the meaning Jof this commendatory declaration?” 
— It is in this way — it has been’ declared that if the two cake -offerings — to 
Agni and to Agni-Soma — are made without any interval between them, it 
involves the flaw of * J ami' ^ — with a view to remedy this flaw, it has been 



236 


SHABARA-BHASYA : 


enjoined that ‘ the Updthshuyaja should be performed in the interval ’ ; — but 
in what manner would the flaw be remedied by this ? — ^When the Ujwrhshu- 
ydja is performed, we know that in that performance, offerings are made 
to to Prnjdpali or Agm-So7}ia; and as all this offering would 

come in between the two cake-olTcrings, it implies the cessation of the 
flaw of ^ J ami ^ ; and it is this cessation of the flaw of ^ JmnV that is meant 
to bo declared in the commendatory declaration ; and to this end, the 
connection with Visnu and other deities (which has been already enjoined 
by the injunction of the Updmshu-Ydja) is reiterated in the declaration. — 
There is no use for the mention of the term ^antard ’ in between ’ — in the 
sentence * U pd msha ydja manta rd yajati) except that the sacrifice is enjoined 
(as to be performed in between the two cake-offerings). 

“How is it to be known that offerings have to bo made to Visnu and 
the other deities, — when, as you say, the sentences ‘ Vimurupd msha 
yastai'ijah, etc." speak of Visnu and the other deities — who may or may not 
bo those to whom offerings have to bo made, — simply for the purpose ot 
eulogising the I'pdmshuydjn V" 

To this some people make the reply that the offerings (to Visnu and 
others) arc already recognised as enjoined; — how? — by injunctive texts in 
other rescensional texts.— 

But even though the offerings be not already recognised as en joined, — 
yet on the basis of the common character of ^Updmshu" {siloire)^ the 
mention of Prajapati as well as of Visnu would be a reference to what has 
already been enjoined (in the sentence * U pdthslmydjamanfard yajati") \ — 
that is to say, ^''isnu and Prajapati are possessed of the common character 
of * silence ’ (* npdmshu ") ; it is for (his reason that at a sacrificial perform- 
ance whatever is done in honour of Prajapati is done in siloa'c: so I hat 
by describing those facts and by the injunction of indicative Mantras, 
Visnu also (who has the character of silence), even though not already 
recognised as enjoined, would bo referred (o as if already so recognised. -As 
regards the third deity, Ayni-Soma, the text enjoining that deity is as 
follows i--*Ktdmbruydtd7H ar/nl-somdrdjyasyaii'a tdmipdmsha panrnaindsydm 
yajan 

Prom all this it follows that the sacrifice (spoken of in the sentence 
‘ Updmshnydjamantard yajati") is an entirely distinct one. 


SUTKA (II). 

From the mention ov the qualikication (we iieco(^nise thk 

PARTICULAR sacrifice). 

Bhdsya, 

It has been urged (by the l^urrapakshf) that it is not known which 
sacrifice it is that is calli^d ‘ V path shn ydja" . — Our answer to this is that the 
sacrifi(*e so called is tliat one of which the ft\ialification (silence, Updthshti) 
has beim namtionetl in th(^ scnteiico ^ IJ pdthshn paurnamdsydm yaja^i" 
(which, jricntioriing (he Panrnamdsi as the day of the sacrifice fpialifled by 
the qualification of updthshu, indicates (hat sacrifice to be one that is 
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performed on the Pmirnamdsi ), — Hence the objection has no force against 
the SlfldJifintn- 

SUTRA (12). 

Also because |the UPAMsiruYAJA sacrifice has been] spoken of 
‘as if it were’ [the principal limb of the Sacrifice!. 

Bhdsya, 

Wlien a sacrifice is spoken of ‘ as if it were ’ a principal act, it strengthens 
tlie notion that it is a principal act ; just as when a person’s name is written 
‘ as if he were ’ the most important person, it gives rise to th(' notion that 
he is actually the most important per.son. [The IJ pdmshmjaja has been 
spoken of as * Ilt'daifamuprtmshnydjah\ where it is spoken of as the Heart, 
i.e. ns [f it were the most important part of the sacrifice, wJiich also 
indicates that it is a distinct sacrifice) and hence it cannot be a collective 
name [of the batch of three sacrifice's nientioned in the second set of 
sent(‘ncesj. 



Adiiikaraista (5) : AgJidra ’ and ^ Agnihotra ’ are distinct 

independent acts: Second exception to Adhilcamna (3)]. 

SUTRA (13). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ Tiir ‘ A«itIiia * AND ‘Acnihotra’ (are not 

INDEPENDENT ACTS), AS THEY HAVE NO FORM (ACCESSORY 

details) of their own.” 

Blidsya . 

(A) Tliero is the text ^ Afihdmmdfihdraynll^ (T.S. 2. 5. 11. 6), — and then 
the texts * Ordhratum/hdrayali, Santatam. dffhdrayati\ (Taitti. Sarii. 2. 5. 
11. 7), ’ (Ibid.), and so on. — (R) Similarly, tJien* is Die text 

‘ Agnihoiram juholi. \ — and then the texts ‘ Dadhnn julioti ‘ Payasd jnhoti ’ 
and so on. — Now there arises the question : (A) Are the Aghdraii en joint'd 
by the sentenees * 0 rdliramdghdra fjati \ etc., and these same are eolleetively 
referred to in the sentence ‘ Aghdramdghdrnyati' ? Or is tliis latter sentence 
injunct ivo of a distinct and independt'nt Ayhdral — (B) Similarly, nr(» the 
flomns enjoined by the s<»ntenees * Dadhnd juhoti\ etc., and these same are 
collect iv’el\^ referred to in the sentence ^ Agniholram juhofi ’ ? Or is this latter 
sentence injunctive of a distinct ami independent IJomu ? 

On this question we have the followinj^ Pureajxtkm — “ The two sc'ii- 
tenees (‘ Aijharamdghdrayatl' and ‘ Atjnihotrani jnhoti *) are not injunetivt^ of 
indeyDcmdent acts; — wliy ? — because * they have no form of their otrn ’ ; i.e. tln^ 
acts spoken of in these two sentences haves no forms other than those* of the 
‘ Afjhdra ’ and ‘ Homa ’ spoken of in the other two sets of sentences, - lui tlu' 
basis of which different forms the acts could be regarded as different frt^ni 
those. Tlcnce it follows tliat they contain mere references to the acts 
already enjoined b>' the other sentences in the context.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[PQrvapaksa (continued)] — “Also because of the application of 

THE names.” 

Bhdsya, 

‘‘The names also are applied, in such expressions as ^ Agntholram ndma 
hornmn juhoti\ * Agharasanjnaknm karma karoti\ where the two acts of 
Homa and Aghdra are predicated as (pialified by the names ‘ Agnihotra ’ and 
* Aghdra^ ; — and it is not known which particular act is called ^ Aghdra \ 
and which is called * Agnihotra \ — ‘But it is well known that Aghara is the 
act of Pouring, and Homa is the act of offering into fire \ — If wdiat are 
enjoined in the sentences is the act of Pouring in general and the act of 
offering into fire in general, then these two acts being already known, tlunr 
mention in the sentences in question could only be by way of reference, — If 
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on the other hand, the two names (‘ Agham ’ and ‘ Agnihoira') are not meant 
to be applied in their literal (etymological) sense, — even then the two acts 
of Agham and Honui could not bo regarded as mentioned only in Uieir 
general foryns, because a name is always appli(;ablo to a particular individual 
(not a general) entity; and yet we perceive no particular features. For 
these reasons, the two sentences in question {[ Aghdrwdghdmyatl ' and 
*Agnihotramjuhoti') could not be regarded as injunctions of a distinct Aghdra 
and a distinct Honia. — Further, how (jould an action (Homa) be spoken of 
by means of a word expressive of the meauff of accompli vhmoit (‘ Agni- 
hotrarn’)? — In fact that means of accomplishment which is ‘the most 
desired ’ is spoken of by means of a word with the Acciisatix e ending, and the 
action is spoken of by means of a word with a conjugational ending. In 
case the two sentences are taken as mere references (collectively to the aeis 
enjoined in the other sentences), the actions taken collectively as one 
composite whole would be something different from (*aeh of the component 
actions; and this composite whole could be treated as ‘the most desired’ 
means of accomplishment (and hence capable of being spoken of by a word 
with the Accusative ending). 

StjTUA (15). 

fl^OitVArAKSA ( condudeAl )] — ‘‘ Also because tt is not related to 

THE CONTEXT.’’ 

Bhasya. 

•‘There is no material or Deity in the context which could be connect(‘d 
with the Aghdra (as a distinct sacrifice), and which could impart a form to 
that sat^rifico. — For this reason also the terms ‘ aghdra ' and ‘ agnihotra ’ must 
1)0 treated as standing for the sacrilices taken collectively.” 

SUTEA (16). 

[Hiddiianta] — In reality, they ark Injunctions; because tiii: 

AVORUS SIGNIFY ACTUAL PERFORMANCJS ; AND TJIE REPETITION 
OF THE WORDS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY IS FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF INDICATINCr THE ACCESSORY 

DETAILS. 

Bhusya, 

It is not right that the two terms ^Aghdra'' and ^ A gnihoira' should be 
treated as words standing for the sacrifices already enjoined taken collec- 
tively ; they should be treated as Injunctions . — ^^Vhy ? — Because the words 
signify acLuul performance-, i.e. the words ^dghdrayatl' (in the sentence 
‘ dghdramdghdrayatV) and ^ juhoti ’ (in the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti') me&n 
that the acts of Aghdra (Pouring) and Homa (Offering into Fire) are to be 
performed ; — hence we conclude that two distinct acts are enjoined (by tlie 
sentences in question). — Tlie terms *dghdra^ and * agnihotra' are well-known 
to be expressive, respectively, of the two actions in general, of Pouring and 
Offering into Fire ; and they are not words whoso meanings are not known ; 
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tho two sacrifices (of AgJuira and Agnihotra) will thus have their forms duly 
dct(*rinined, and enjoined in those forms. 

It has been argued above that tho sacrifices are really enjoined in 
the sentences, * 0rdhvaniag1idrayati\ * Dadhnd juhoiV and tho rest, which 
sacrifices are only 7'ef erred to in the two sentences * Aghlratndghdrayatl ’ and 
‘ Agnihotram juhoti'* — But in reality, it is not so ; tho sentences ‘ Urdhva- 
mcighdrayati ’ and ^ Dadhnn juhoti'* and the rest are not capable of enjoining 
tho acts of Aghdra and Agnihotra ; because tho sentences do not convoy the 
notions that ‘the dghdra should be performed’ and that ‘the Agnihotra 
should bo performed ’ ; what tho sentence ‘ 0 rdhvamaghdrayati ’ signifies is 
that ‘ the connection between iirdhvatd (uprightness), and dgfidra should be 
brought about’, — and what the sentence A'>adh‘nd jtihoti' signifies is that 
‘ the connection between the Dadhi and the Homa should be brought 
about’ ; -thus then, tho sacrifices of Aghdra and Agnihotra not being such 
as are already enjoined b>' the other sentences, the two sentences in 
question cannot be regarded as mere references to something already 
enjoined.— “ When, as you say, tho sentence ^ L rdhvamdgJuirayatV enjoins 
the connection of the Aghdra with 0 rdhratu,- and thi' sentence * Dadhnd 
jnhofi' enjoins tlie connection l>etween tho Homa and tho Dadhi— tho 
Aghdra and tlio Homa would naturally come in.” — Not so; because tho 
connection (of tlu^ Aghdra with th(^ XJrdhvald, or of the Homa with tho 
Dadhi) could be possible only when the injunction of the acts {Aghdra, and 
Homa) is already tlu^re; hence the acts of Aghdra and Homa cannot be 
regarded as coming in ])y mere implication. It follows from this that these 
are distinct acts by themselves. 

Says tho Opj^onent — “As a matter of fact, what the tovrcia* dghdra yati^ 
and ^ jnhoti ’ directly signify is the operation on (performanc.*B of) tho Aghdra- 
and th<^ Homa.- not the connection of the Jlrdhvald and the J)adhV^ 

True ; the said comtection is not directly signified ; but the signification 
of tht; operation would be assumed ‘ in proximity^ (to the Injunction), ‘/or 
the purpose of indicniing the accessory details {gualijlcnlions)' 

‘■But th(*, Shrvti (a Direct Assertion) could not signify the operation of 
a thing other than what is mentioned by itself.” 

This is cpiite true; but it could very well signify tlie operation of some- 
thing spoken of by itself; and this something would be qualified by the 
qualifxing word; and then* would thus be a, recognition of tho qualifit'd 
thing. 

“That may ])e ; lh(? (jualifying word might cpialify the thing spoken of 
by the s(‘ntonce ; hu< the of)eration in question is not recognised as sub- 
sisting -xr iche qualification. — ^*<8 Iho qualification is not 
dveetly laid down, the Agent could not engage himself in it ; so that, oven 
if he would ijorform tlie particular sacrifice without taking notice of the 
qualification, he would feel that he had done his duty. — Tantracdrtika — 
Trans., p. 690.]” 

What would happen, ev(?n if it were so ? Even though tho qualification 
would be inoperative, the meaning of the word would bo definitely known. 

“In this case, what would bo the purpose served by the proximity 
of the qualifying word ? ” 
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It may not servo any purpose at all. 

“ How can (a word of) the Voda bo useless ? ” 

In cases where it serves a purpose, it cannot be useless; but when it 
does not servo a useful purpose, what else could be. said (except that it is 
useless) ? — [It is the opponent’s reasoning that makes the word useless, by 
making tho qualifying word inoperative ; according to our reasoning it does 
servo a distinctly useful purpose ; so that it cannot he useless. — Tantra- 
rdrtika — Trans., p. 691.] 

“In that case, tho necessary qualification could be obtained through 
Syntactical Connection ; it is only when there is Direct Assertion (by the 
words) that no assumption can bo made on the basis of Syntactical Connec- 
tion. — [That is, even though the injunction of the qualified operation is a 
direct one, yet, in tho way you put it, it would cmno to rest upon 
Syntaclical Connection. — Tanlmvdriika — Trans., p. 691.1” 

That is true ; but tho said assumption could bo made when the 
meaning of tho Direct Assertion would not bo intended to be convoyed. 

“ Why should there be no intention to convoy tho idea in tho present 
c*aso V ” 

Decauso the word speaking of the qualification is not a wrong reading, 
and liccause tho act siioken of by the text itself is one that has been 
already enjoined by another t(*xt. 

Thus it becomes established that the repetition (of the mention of 
Tloum) in such texts as ‘ Dadhnd juhotr serves tho piirpciso of indicating thc^ 
qualifying (accessory) details; that is, tlio use of the term \iuhotr is a 
reference, (to tho Homa enjoined elsewhere) for tho purpose of eonnecting 
that Homa with qualifying at^cessory details (like Dadhi), 

“If tho term *jiihoti' (contained in the sentence) ‘ Dad hnu jnhotD) is 
a reference^ then by what is the accessory detail enjoinetl ?” 

IMease do not say that we hold it to be enjoined by tho term * dadhi \ -- 
I What is meant is that in the term *juhotii as appearing in tho sentence 
‘ J)adhnn jaholi', the conjugational affix serves the purpose of enjoin int/ the 
material, Dadhi, mentioned by the word ‘ dadhnd ’ , and it is only the v^erbal 
root that contains tho reference to the Ifoma enjoined elsewhere ; — so that 
there is no ditlicuity about tho injunction of the accessory detail, Dadhi, ~ - 
Tantrn rartika — Trans. , pp. 69 1 -692]. 

“ But we have just explained that tho operation of the accessory 
(qualifying) detail is understood to bo got at through Sy ntactical Connec- 
tion.” 

True, that is so ; but unless tho thing has boon actually’ enjoined, how can 
it be understood (through anything) ? In fact, if an unenjoined thing were 
to be cognised, there could be no means of right cognition by' which that 
cognition could be brought about ; and in tho absence of such a means 
of right cognition, tho cognition could only be regarded as an illusion. 

ll’nder the circumstances, the term * juhoti^ (in the scmtciicq * Dadhnd 
juhotD), as also tho term ‘ dgJulrayati' (in the sentence ‘ VrdhvamdfjhdrayalV) 
must be injunctive (of the accessory detail). 

“ What is it then that signifies tho reference (to the sacrifice enjoined 
elsewhere) ? ” 

16 
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This reference is signified by the verbal root (in * julioti^ and ^ aqhara^ 
yati ’). 

‘‘If these terms juhoti^ and ^ ayMrayati') injanclh^e^ then, — inas- 
much as what they express (i.e. the acts of Homa and Aghara) has been 
already enjoined ( 1 ) 3 '' the sentences ‘ Agnihotmm juhoti ’ and * Aghdram^ 
(Ighdrayali ' — according to tlie Siddhdnta ), — why should they be repeated ? ” 
The words are repeated for the purpose of enjoining what is expressed 
by the whole sentence ; so that there is nothing incongi*uou& 

From all this it follows that the two sentences (‘ Agnihotrarn. juhofi' and 
* Aghdramdghdrayatr) are injunctions of distinct and independent acts. 

It has been argued (by the oiiponent) that there are no materials or 
Deity mentioned in connection with any such distinct act as ‘ Aghdra \ — 
But what is the need for any such material and Deit 3 ^ being mentioned, 
when the form of the act (sacrifice) is already fill 13 '^ recognised on tlie basis of 
the name signif\dng what is well-known ?- Further, — [it is not true that no 
material and DeitN' are mentioned in connection with the Aghdrn sacrifice J - 
we actually find the BuHer (Ajya) mentioned as the material for this 
sacrifi(?e, in the text ‘ Chaturgrhltam rd etndahhut tnnydghfirttwdghdryd \ and 
its Deity Iwlra is indicated b^v the mantra laid down in the following text — 
‘ Indra urdhvodhvaro dlvi .sprshaln maJutlo yajno yajnapate indrnrdn fivdhd - 
Uydghdranidgh.drayatl’' (Of. Taitbi. Sam. 1. 1. 12. 1); the sacrifice can bo 
‘ Imlravdn^ (as mentioned in this nuinlra) only if it has Indra for its tloit\'; 
so that if this mentions the deity for the Aghdrn sacrifice, then t his sacrifice 
becomes duly complete in all its details. 

Kor those reasons it becomes established that the two sentences in 
question are injunctive of two distinct and independent acts, and do not 
speak of the two groups of sacrifices (enjoined in the other sentences). 


[The subject -I natter of this Adhtknrana (o) cannot Ix^ rogardod as alrea<ly 
included in tlie foregoing Adhikarana^ (4); because acts of Aghara and Homa as 
spoken of in tho sentences, * 0 rdhvamdghdrayali * and Dadhndfuhofi\ are precii^c- 
ly in the same form in which thoy are presented by tho two sentences ‘ Agharamd- 
ghdrayali' and ^ Agnihotr am juhotV while in tho preceding Adhikarana^ the word 
speaking of the sacrifi(;e in one sentence was ' upaimhuyaja^ and in tho other 
* yatiUivyah^ further, in the jirevious Adhikarana^ the injunction of the deity 
Visnii in thcj sentence * V isnurupdihahu yaHavyah ’ completely over-sliadows tho 
notice of the * Jiringing about’ of tlie Sacrifice; ivhilo there is no over-shadowing in 
the present Adhikararia; -in the present Adhikarana tho several sentences are not 
capable of being construed as ‘ one sentence as in the preceding Adhikarana ; — 
lastly, the sentences in the present Adhikarana are not regarded by either iiavt 3 " to 
bo purely commendatory declarations, as those of the preceding Adhikarana- 
liave been regarded by the Siddlidntin,^ 



[Adhikabaija (6 ) : — The ‘ Panhu ’ and the ‘ Soma ’ are 
distinct and independent Acfs,] 

(SUTRA 17). 

As THERE IS MENTION OF THE MATERIAL, (THE SENTEN(JES 
MUST be) INJUNCTIONS OF THE ‘ PaSKIT ’ AND ‘ SOMA ’ 
SACRIFICES ; — BECAUSE THE MENTION OF THE MERE 
MATERIAL IN THE CONTEXT WOULD BE USELESS, 

SPECIALLY AS THE WORDS COULD NOT SERVE 
THE PURPOSE OF LAYINO DOWN NECESSARY 
DETAILS. 

Bhdstja. 

In eonnoction witli the J/joftstoma we find tlie text — (A) ‘ Yo dihstlo 
yadatimsomdijrun pas/nimdl/thhatP ^ — (‘The initiated sacTificer kills the animal 
dedicated to Liyn f ’Soma \) (Taifti. Saih. 6. 1. 11. (>) — and then it goes on, 

* HrdajfnsjftVirv'radyait, afha jihed yd, at ha raksnsah' (‘Ho cuts out the heart 
first, then the neck, thon tho chest’) (Taitti. Saiii. 0. 3.10. 4); — similarly 
there is tlie toxt (B) — ‘ Soniena yajeta ’ (‘ Sacrifices with Soma ’) ; thon it goes 
on, ‘ A hidravdynmm yrhridtl, maitrdmrimam yt'lnidti, dshvlnam (jrhndtr and 
so on (‘ He takes up the cup dedicated to 7 mlra-rdyu, thon the ono dedi- 
cated to Alitra-Varuna, then the one dedicated to tho Ashvins’), 

In regard to these two sets of texts, there arises the question — (A) Is 
the word "dlabliftfe^ (‘kills’) only a reference to the group of acts expressed 
by tlie word *nvadyatl' ? Or is it injunctive of a distinct and indepcndc'nt 
act? (B) Similarly, is the word * yajeta"' only a reference to tho group of 
acts expressed by the word grhndtl' ? Or is it in jimctiv^e of a distinct and 
independent act ? 

On t his question, wo have the following Purrapaksa — - 

“ Both these words are ndiTcru’es to the two group of acts; — why ? -“- 
Because tho two acts that may bo thought of as being enjoined by these two 
words are already niatlo known (enjoined) by the two words ^ amdyat'P and 

* yrhndli* ; — and what has been already made known cannot bo enjoined 
again. — The term * pashu* (‘animal’) the toxt (A)) is a reference to tho 
‘ heart’ and other limbs (mentionc^d in the sentences " Hrdayasyyrevadyatt\ 
etc.); — and the term * Sonia'' [in tho text (B)] is a reference to the 
Soma-juire (in tho ‘cups’, mentioned in the sentence ‘ Aiwiravdyamm grhnd- 
It, etc.’)— Consequently, the root ‘ yaj ‘ to sacrifice ’, in the sentence ‘ Somena 
yajeta^ (B) is a reference, made for the purpose of connecting the ‘sacrifice’ 
with the result (Heaven) by such sentences as ‘ Yajeta svanjakdtnah* (‘one 
desiring heaven should sacrifice’); and similarly the root *dkibha\ ‘to 
kill’, is a reference, made for tho purpose of connecting the ‘killing’ with 
the deity Agni^Sotna. 
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Further, that the several ‘ holdings’ (of the cups, spoken of in the sen* 
tences * AMravdyavam grhndth\ etc.) form one group of acts is clearly 
shown by the text ‘ Daslmitdnadhvaryuh prdtahsavane grakdn grhndti' (‘At 
the morning extraction, the Adhvaryu holds these ten cups^); the order of 
sequence also among those ‘holdings’ is shown by the texts — * Ashvrno' 
dashnmo grhifate\ and ‘ Tytlgo huyate 

“Then again, if the two distinct and independent acts were enjoined 
(by tlie two verbs UVnbhnte^ and ^ yajeta'), then, in that case, the terms 
* aindramyamm\ * niaUrdvaninam^ and * dshvinam' could only bo taken ns 
injunctive of deities ; and the several deities, being thus enjoined in relation 
to a single sacrifice, would have to be regarded as so many optional alter- 
natives; just as in the case of the text ‘ Khddire badhndli, pdldshe badhndti, 
rohitajee badhndtl ’,[the three woods, Kheulira, Paldsha, and Rohlta, having been 
enjoined in relation to tho single act of Tying, have been regarded as three 
optional alternatives). — Tf those deities were so many optional altcTiiativcs, 
then tlio mention of the order of sequence among them, (as shown in the 
texts ‘ Ashvino dashamo grhyate, etc.’), as also the mention of them as forming 
onof/ro^/.p (as in the text ‘ Dashaitunadhvaryuh prdfahsavane grahdn gr/nidti*), 
would have no sense. On the other hand, if tho root * yaji' (to sacrifujc, in 
tho text ^ Somhin yajeta\ were treated as speaking of the group of acts (of 
holding tho cup dedicated to Indra^Vdyu, and that dedicated to Mitru- 
Varuna, and that dedicated to the Ashnins ), — then all this would be (pu’te 
applicable. — From all this it follows that the terms ‘ dlabhale ’ and * yajate ’ 
must bo taken as speaking of the two groups of acts. ” 

On this Purmpaksn^ we have the following Slddhdnta- -Tho two texts 
are injunctions of the two distinct sacrifices, ‘ Pashu’ and ‘ Soma’ ; — why V — 
The term * soma* is known to bo expressive of tho inilky-creeper, no*t of the 
juice (as held )jy tho Purvapaksin) ; and the word ^ Soma'* denohjs 
tho Class, not tho —Similarly the term * pashu* is used by 

people as expressing a particular object with horns, tail, hair, four feet,- ~ 
and this also denotes the Class. — Now, there are no sacrifices enjoined 
in tho context at which any such class of Material (not any huliridufd) 
is to bo used; — and it is only if there were such sacrifices that they could 
be referred to as groups by tho words ‘ Pashu* and ‘ Soma*. 

“ Tho Heart and other limbs are parts of the Pashu (Animal) ; and it is 
these lirnbs that would bo referred to by the term * pashu*, for the purpose 
of connecting thorn with the deity Agni-Soma. ** 

That cannot be; all that the sentence means is that tho ^ Pashu 
becomes dedicated to Agni-Soma \ not that ‘ the Heart \and other limbs are 
Pashu *. If the term ‘ pashu * be taken in its ordinary sense of tho animal, 
then the word retains its primary significance ; if, on the other hand, it is 
takc'ii in the sense of the Heart ami other limbs, then the word becomes 
secondary (indirect) in its significance of tho parts of the animal’s body. — 
Similarly, tho term ‘ 807 na ’ could be a reference only if it were takem in tho 
secondary (indirect) sense of the juice of Soma. — From all this, it follows that 
the texts in question are injunctions of distinct acts, and not mere refer* 
ences. 

It might be argued that — “ the text ‘ Somena yajita ’ may be taken as 
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enjoining the So}na-creeper in relation to the sacrifices to Itidra^Vdyu and 
other deities (which sacrifices are enjoined in the other sentences * A mdra- 
vdyavam grhndti \ etc.)”* 

Our answer to this is that this cannot be ; because the creeper could be 
recognised as related to the deities Indra- Vdyu only through Syntactical 
Connection; while it is by Direct Assertion that the juice is recognised as 
related to Indra-Vdyu. Under the circumstances, if the term * Soma^ (in 
the text ^ Somena yajeta') were expressive of a material, then, — even though 
the other sacrifices, Aindravdyava and the rest, would be there as mentioned 
in the Context, — it (the word ‘ so7na ’) would be incapable of either enjoin- 
ing, or referring to, a material for those sacrifices [as the material for these is 
already directly asserted to be the Soma-juice^ ; so that the word would bo 
entirely useless. 

From all this it follows that the texts in question enjoin distinct acts, 
and they do not refer to the sacrifices mentioned in the Context. 

SUTRA (18). 

SlONIFYrNC} PREPARATOUy ACTS, THE SENTENCES CANNOT BE 

INJUNCTIVE. 

Bhasya. 

The Siddhanta view as propounded just now lias been that, even though 
there are other sacrifices enjoined in the contexts (by the sentences 
‘ Hrdayasydgremdyati, etc. ’, and by the sentences ‘ A indravdyaimn grhndti^ 
etc/)f yet these are not the sacrifices that are referred to collectively b>' tho 
words ‘ Pasha ’ and ‘ Soma \ — Tlie position taken up in the present Sutra is 
tliat there are no other sacrifices enjoined in tho contexts. — ^\Vhy ? — 1 because 
‘ signifying preparatory acts^ the sentences cannot he injunctive^ ; that is, the 
S('nten(?(\s ‘ A in/l ra vdyavam, etc.'* and the rest do not enjoin sacrifices at all ; 
the act of ‘ graha'tm \ * taking up ’ (spoken of by the word * grhndti \ in tho 
sentence ^ Aindravdyai^am grhmltP), stands for mere preparation, which 
serves a visible purpose (of getting tJio ‘cup’ ready); after tiiis ‘prejiara- 
tion ’, the mention of tho deity (Indra-Vdy}i) would be for a transcendental 
purpose ; so that what the sentence ‘ Aindravdyavam grhndtP means is that 
‘ tho cup is prepared and dedicated to Indra- Vdyu * ; — and as ^his ‘ dedica- 
tion * would not be possible without the act of sacrifice, this act of sacrifice 
would bo assumed (on tho basis of tho ‘apparent inconsistency’ of the 
‘ dedication ’) ; [such is tho roundabout manner in which the sentenco 

* Aindravdyavam grhndti ’ could bo taken as indicating the act of sacrifice^ ; 
— this act of sacrifice, however, at which the said ‘ dedication * could be made, 
is already directly enjoined in the other sentence (‘ Sometia yajeta*) ; — henco 
there could be no justification for taking tho sentences ^ Aimiravdyavam 
grhimti ’ and the rest as injunctive of a sacrifice. Thus then, there being 
no other sacrifices enjoined in the context, the root ‘ yaji ’ (in the word 

* yajeta^ in the sentenco * Soniena yajeta'*) cannot bo taken as referring to 
any group of sacrifices. 

Similarly with the root *dlahh'* (in the verb *dlabheta^ in the sentence 
‘ Agnlpomlyam pashumdlahheta ’). 
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SUTRA (19). 

ReCAL'SE of the diversity of deities, there should be repetition 
OF the act (of sacrifice) : AS the mention of the diverse 
materials would be otherwise MEANINOLESS, THERE 
should JiE MULTIPLICITY (OF THE ACT OF 
‘ (IRAHANA ‘ HOLDINO ’), SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE THE ACT (OF CRAHANA) 

IS SUBSERVIENT TO THE 
MATERIAL. 

BJiast/a. 

The discussion that wo had so far in regard to the * Pash saorifico 
shall bo resinned under Discourse X. It is in (‘onnection with the * Sotna* 
sacrifice alone that wo continue tlio discussion now. 

Tt lias l)o(?n argued by ilio Parra paksin that in regard to tho acts of 
fjralatna (Holding), tliero arc texts mentioning an ‘order of se((ucnce * 
among tlicm (c.g. ^ Ashritio dasha^ao fjrhi/ate^)^ as also those' speaking of 
thorn as a ‘ group ’ (e.g. ‘ Dasha ttdaadhrarffah pratahsavane fjrahdn (jrhndlP) ; 
— how are these two facts to be accounted for ? 

As regards this argument, the fact of the matter is that wlien Indra,- 
Vdfpt and the other deities are spoken of (in the sentences ‘ A'lndrardparam 
ffrhadtP etc.), it is not meant that ‘ a sacrifice is to bo offered to fadra- I’d////. * 
or ‘ a sacrifice is to bo offered to M llra-Varana \ If such wtTc the direct 
meaning of tlie sentences, tlum alone could tlu'se deities bo assumi'd to be 
the deities of sacn'Jices ; and in that ease the sense of tho injunction 
contained in tlie sentenco woidd be that tlie sacrifice is to be accomplished 
with the Deity alone (without any material, cde.) [which is absurd]. On tho 
other liand, if tho deities are taken as enjoined in connection with tlie 
preparatory act of ^ (jrahana' (Holding), with a view to some transcendentlal 
result, then the ‘dedication’ to Indra-Vatju would bo something distinct 
from tlie ‘ dedication ’ to Mltra- \ ara7ia ; and this ‘ dedication ’ in each case 
would bring about a transcendental result distinct from tho transcendental 
result brought about h>' the said Holdinf/ itself. So on with the other 
ifofdnitjs also. And thus it is that the several Holdings are spoken of 
collectively as a fjroap (on tin* ground that the sevc'ral transcendental 
residts brought about by them go togotlier to help tho final transcendental 
result of the Soma sacrijice). 

[Next as regards the ‘ order of sequence * | the (piantity of Soma-creeper 
to be us(?d at this sacrifice is ‘ten liandfiils’, all of which is kept in several 
definite-sized vessels opening upwards and six inches (one Prddesha) in 
height, and pounded and mixed with water in several definite-sized jars ; all 
this Soma prepared in this fa.sluon could not be ‘ held* in the hand (in Cups^ 
except by a small quantity being taken up and kept in eaidi Cup). [Hence 
thes(? ‘ holdings’ must be many and distinct.] Even if it were possible to 
‘hold’ all this (by a single act of Holding), the right course would be to 
‘hold’ it by parts, as otherwise, the performance would run counter to the 
directive text of the perfonnanco whereby the several enjoined deities have 
to be treated as optional alternatives; for, if the whole of the Soma were 
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‘ held * once only, then what is dedicated to Imhra- Vnyu would bo the same 
that is dedicated to Mitra- V'anma ; and this would bo absurd. — ^Hence, in 
view of the ‘ dedication* (to each deity) being distinct, the Soma meant for 
each .separate deity must be kept separately; and this could not be done bj- 
a single act of Holding. Further, ual(\ss t here is a sacrific*o to be offered to a 
Deity, there can be no ‘ dcidication ’ of a material to deities ; htmce it follows 
that sacrifices should be offered to all those deities to whom the material 
has been ‘ dedicated ’ ; — and when these sacrifices arc offered to these 
deities, thereby becomes accomplished the sacrilico that has been directly 
enjoined in the text ‘ Ji/olidomena yajetn \ which thus needs no other 
deities. This Soma-mcrijicc (Jyotistoma) has been enjoined as to be y^er- 
formed with the entire ‘handful’ (of Soma*creepers) ; — and this is y^ossible 
only if the act of ‘ Holding’ is repeated; — it is only then that it becomes 
coin|)lete in all its details. It is for this reason that the sacrifice lias to be 
repeated ; as unless it is repeated, it cannot become fully equipped with alt 
the (h‘if.ieN (mentioned) and the irhole (handful) of the Sotna. — And when the 
action is repeated, it is only natural that there should be an order of 
.sequence among the .s(^veral a(*ts and they should be s|)oken of collectively as 
forming a group (calle<l tli(5 • Sonia ’ or ‘ J gotisfonia ’) ; so that the mention 
of the.so in the texts is only natural. 

SUTRA (20). 

The PllEPAUATOKV ACT CANNOT BE DIVERSE; BK(\\CSK TITE MATERFAL, 
WIfIClI SITB.SERVES THE PURPOSES OE SOMETHlNt^ ELSB, OCCUPIES 
ONLVT A SECONDAKV PO.SITION. 

BJiasf/a. 

Tt has been argued by the Vurrapak^in that — “ in the (‘ase of the texts 
* Khldire hadhndli\ ^ Paid she badhndti \ and * Rohi take hadhndl}\ the three 
woods, Khadira, Paldsfut and Rohita. are treated as optional alternatives in the 
fjroparatory act of the ‘Tying’; and similarly in the case in (piestion tho 
.several deities (Indra-Vdyu, Mitra-Varuna, Ashvins) could bo treated as 
optional alternatives.” — But this cannot be right, becau.se in the case cited, 
the Khadlra and other woods are found to be directly enjoined for the 
puryjose of accomy^lishing the ‘preparation’; hence in the case in question 
also, if tho several deities of the ‘ Holding ’ — India- Vdyn and the rest, — had 
been directly enjoined for the purpose of accomyjlishing the .sacrifice, — then 
alone could option be admitted. As a matter of fact, however, they are not 
found to be directly enjoined for tho purpose of accomplishing tho sacrifice ; 
hence they have to bo taken together (as forming one grouyi). 

[There is some difference in tho interpretation of tho Siitras in this Adhi- 
karmm, as to which embodies tho Rurvapnkm and which the Siddhanta; — for 
which sc<^ Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 709.] 

[Tho yiurposo served by the Adhikarann is that, at tho Ectypal Sacrifices of 
which the Jyotistoma is tho Archetype, tho details have to bo yierformed in relation 
to a single cup, — and that too only once, — according to the Purvapaksa; while 
according to the Siddliar^a, all the details have to be performed exactly as at the 
Archetypal Sacrifice.] 



Adhikabaisia (7) : Actions differentiated by N umber. 

SUTRA (21). 

Inasmuch as it is based upon separateness, Number shoit.d 

BE A DiKEERENTIATOR AMONO ACTIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

[Differentiation among ncits on tho basis of different words and on the ba.sis of 
the Repetition of the same word having been disposed of, — along with exceptions — 
we now proceed to discuss the differentiation of actions by Number,] 

The Vdjapeya sacrifice has been enjoined in* the sentence ‘ Vdjapeyena 
svdrdjyakdmo ijajeta' ; at this sacrifice there are seventeen animals conse- 
crated to Prajapati, as mentioned in the text — ‘ Saptndasha prdjdpnlydn 
pashunalabhate, saptadasho mi prajdpalih prajdpaterdptyni shymndstuparu 
ekarupa bhavanti, evameva hi prajapati h samrddhyai (Taitti. Bra. 1. 15. 4. 3.) 

Now, in regard to this, there arises the question — Does this passage 
speak of seventeen distinct acts ? Or of only one act at which the seventeen 
animals come in as an accessory detail ? 

On this question, wo have the following Purvapaksa — “ There is only 
one action ; — why ? — because, when the question arises as to whetlier the 
seventeen animals are dedicated to Prajapati, is it for the accomplishing of 
a single sacrifico or several sacrifices ? — the most reasonable view to take is 
that they aro dedicated for the purpose of accomplishing a single act. 
When a man dedicates seventeen animals, he dedicates one animal also ; — 
when one animal has been dedicated (and tho act of sacrifice accomplished 
through that dedication), the dedication of all tho seventeen animals be- 
comes accomplished (as part of that same first sacrifice) ; — wherefore then 
should there bo any assumption of the second and siibseijiient sacTifices ? In 
this way there would be need of assuming a fowler transcendental results (as 
following from the single sacrifice, than the large number that it would be 
necessary to assume if there were seventeen sacrifices). — From all this it 
follows that a single act of sacrifice is accomplished by means of the st rvnteen 
animals.” 

In answer to the above wo have the following Siddhdnla — There should 
be difference among actions duo to number, because the number seventeen is 
based upon the separateness of the actions; that is, there is ‘ separateness’ 
among the animals only when there aro several actions, — not if there is a 
single action. — Why? — The Injunction lays it down that tho sacrifico in 
question is to be accomplished by means of eleven offerings (made out of 
the eleven pieces cut out of the body of the dedicated animal) ; — all those 
offerings are got out of the body of a single animal ; — under the circum- 
stances, the killing of the other sixteen animals (beginning with tho second) 
could not bo for the purpose of obtaining the pieces to be offered; — 
so that the animals that would bo killed after the killing of the first animal 
would be killed only for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental 
result ; — and in that case, as the bodies of these other animals would not be 
actually offered to Prajapati, they would not be * prdjdpatya* (‘dedicated to 
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Prajapati’); — and this would be incompatible with the fact that the Vedic 
text speaks of them as prdjdpatya^ . — ^^fhus then, it would be impossible 
for the number seventeen — which is based upon the separateness of so many 
distinct things, — to rest in a single animal (offered at a single sacrifice ) ; — 
on the other hand, if there are several sacrifices, there would be need for 
several sots of cuttings for offering; so that for the seventeen sacrifices, it 
would bo necessary to get together setfenleen animals; and it is only thus 
that the mention of the number ‘seventeen’ would bo reconciled. — Kor all 
these reasons, the number of sacrifices (mentioned in the text in question) 
must be seventeen. 

Objection — “ Even when there is a single sacrifice, the sacrificing could 
bo done by means of the seventeen sets of cuttings (out of the bodies of the 
seventeen animals), — on the basis of the direct declaration (contained in the 
text)”. 

Reply — ^That cannot be ; what is directly asserted is the number of the 
animals kille/l , — not the number of sets of cuttings; and what are the means 
of accomplishing the sacrifice are the cuttings as the sacrificial material, — 
not the class ‘ animal ’ ; as what this class ‘ animal * has done at the arche- 
typal sacrifice (J yotistonm) is that it helped the primary act by qualifying 
the individual animal out of which the cuttings were obtained; so that at 
the ectypal sacrifice also what it will do is to help the primary act by qualify- 
ing the individual animal out of which the cuttings would be obtained. — 
Now, what the number ‘seventeen’ applies to is the Animal, not the sets of 
cnltings; so that for the inirpose of obtaining one set of cuttings, it becomes 
necessary to kill one animal; and in this way tho number ‘seventeen’ 
could not be applicable to the cuttings. — ^This would be the only explanation 
possible.- If then tho animals had been spoken of as ‘seventeen’ in 
reference to their horns, or their complexions, or their shapes, — such as irhitet 
black, red, — then any one of these alone would be taken up (for killing, for 
the purpose of obtaining the cuttings ); — or, if it were in reference to such 
division as that into * tho hornless ’, ‘ the two-horned ’ and ‘ the onc-horned *, 
then also any one of these alone would bo taken up. Tn the text under 
consideration, however, we find that all the animals are spoken of as ‘ black, 
hornless and of one shape ’ (* shy dnmstii para ekarupdh ’) ; — and the killing of 
all the seventeen animals of this same kind (for the purpose of obtaining tho 
cuttings out of the bodies of all the seventeen) would be possible (and 
necessary) only when there are several (i.e. seventeen) sacrifices, — and not 
when there is a single sacrifice (at which a single set of cuttings would be 
used, for which the body of only one animal would bo required). 

From all this it follows that there are seventeen sacrifices. 

The purpose served by this Adhikarami is that, — according to tho 
Purvapaksa, if a single animal were lost or found defective, the act (of killing) 
performed over the entire batch of animals would have to be repeated, each 
one of whom would be killed after the other, — the whole act in this case 
being conducive to a transcendental result; — while according to the 
Siddhdntn, it is only one animal over which the act would have to be repeat- 
ed ; because when the seventeen sacrifices are distinct, one would not need 
the animal used at the other sacrifice.^ 



Adhekarais^a (8) : Actions differentiated hy Name. 

SUTRA (22). 

The name also (differentiates actions), as it occurs in the 

ORK J IN ATI VE INJUNCTIONS . 

Bhasija, 

In regard to the text ‘ Aihalm jyotirathaim fjishrajijoliratJiaim sarvci’ 
Jyotih,* there arises the ciuestion - Is it the single sacrifice Jyotistoma that is 
referred to here by the (three) names (1. Jyolih, 2. Vishvajyotih, and 
3. San'ftjyofih) for the purpose of enjoining, in connection with it, such 
ac(;essories as ‘the gift of a thousand’ and so forth? Or do these nanu^s 
lay down three distinct actions, the details regarding whicdi are going to be 
mentioned later on ? 

On this (piestion, we have the following Pavmimkm : — “ The text in ques- 
tion should be taken as laying down the accessories of the principal sacritice 
spoken of in the (iontoxt (i.e. the J//e/Av/o///f/) ; as it is only thus that the 
connection of the context is maintained. — ‘ liut all these accessories would 
be taken, on the strength of Syntactical Connectiony as enjoined in connection 
with the sacrilices named Jyotifjy V itihrajyotihy and SarrajyotUt \ That does 
not affect our position ; because all these luunes denote the Jyotlsfoma sacrifice 
itself. That is, (a) the term ^ jyotilP mentions the initial term in the com- 
pound ^ jyotlstoina" \ as regards the terms (/>) ‘ VhhmjyotUi'* and (c) * Sacra • 
Jyotih \ what is meant is that all (‘sarva’ and ‘ vishva’) ^ jyolis\ Trier/ and 
the rest, which are spoken of in the supplementary texts, belong to tliis 
Jyotistoma sacrifice, and on that account, the Jyotlsfown is called ‘ T/.v/rm- 
jyotUy and * Sarcajyotih ’ (i.e. * having all the Jyotls^). ['flius then, all the 
three names stand for the Jyollstoma sacrifice itself J.” 

In answer to this Purrapakm wo have the following SuldhCmta : — The 
three natncfi, JyotUjy V Ifilirajyotili and SarrajyotUi are differentiators of 
actions, — because these are found mentioned in the originative injunction ; 
and they do not merely repeat the names of sacrifices mentioned b(*fore; 
hence the sentence ^ A thnlm jyotUP should 1)0 taken as injunctix e^ of a new 
distinct act (not already enjoined). If it were a mere reference (to the 
Jyotisfonni), it would not be conducive to any distinct activity, and as such 
would be useless (superfluous). Further, if the reference xvere regarded as 
being for the purpose of laying down the further accessory detail (of the 
(jift of a thfmHand)y in regard to the sacrifice of the Context (i.e. Jyatlstoma), 
— thciii there would be an option (between the ac(ressory details previously 
laid down and those laid down through the said reference) ; which would 
mean that one of the two accessories would be rejected .at the performance 
where the other would be employed |and the rejection of what has been 
enjoined is most improper]. — Further, the terms *Jyotih\ * Vlshrajyotih* 
and ^ SarrajyotIhA do not denote the Jyotistorna; in fact they stand for 
a totally distinct set of sacrifices. Merely because one part of the name 
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is ooinmon to the two aots, it docs not follow that one subserves the purposes 
of the other ; for instance, the term ‘ ftlval/l ’ denoting House , — the term ‘ maid * 
also could not be regarded as denoting tlie House, simply on the ground of 
the similarity of the syllable ‘ Ui * whieh is present in botli the terms, ‘ shiild * 
and ‘ uulld \ 

It has been argued (by the Purmpaksin) that “ tho term ‘Jyotih* 
(whieh is one of the terms in question) mentions the initial term in the 
com pound * Jyotistoma ',"" — But (if, *ji/otih’ stood for the Jyoiisfoma), the 
sentence ‘ Athnisajyotih ’ could be construed with the term ‘ J yolKstown ’ (con- 
tained in a totally different sentence) only indirectly on the strength of the 
Context; — this woul<l set aside the natural and direct syntactic‘al connection 
of the sentence with the term ^Jyolih'; and this would bo most unreason- 
able, as Synlnvlical Counection is more powerful than Context, 

It might bo urged that “the term \JyotifC might apply to a distinct 
sacrifice, through its etymological sense of ilhiminatiny or c.ffulyenre , — but 
the other two terms ‘ V ishvajyolih ^ and Sarvaj}fotih \ which are connotativo 
of all (or enlirctif), must stand for the T rivet and other Jyotis (which are 
present in their entirety in the J yotistomn sacrifice).” 

'fhat cannot be, we reply ; because the term ^JyotilC is not known to be 
connotativo of the Trlvrt and the rest; .so that by arguing as he has done the 
Opponent goe.s against w(‘ll-recognisod usage. — It has been urged that 
“the fact of the term * J yotilC signifying the Trivrt is indicated by the 
supi)lementary texts.” — But that in a sentence a certain term is used in 
the sense of something spoken of in the same sentence is understood on the 
basis of a means of cognition other than Verbal; so that, where there is no 
sucli other means of cognition, indicative of the fact, the term cannot be 
taken as used in that sense. For instance, in the case of the sentence 
* simho decadatlak^ (MX)vadatta is a lion’), that the term ^ slmha* (‘lion’) 
stands for Dovadatta is indicated by a means of coynition other than this 
sentence itself ; but this other ineans of cognition is not available in the ca.se 
of the sentence ^ slniJianidlabheta^ (‘one should kill the lion) [hence in this 
case the term ^sim/ia' is not taken as standing for Devadalta ], — From all this 
it follows that tilt? terms ‘ V ishvdjyolih' and * Sarvajgotih* do not denote 
th(' Jyolisfoma ; and if the J gotisioma is not spoken of by moans of these 
words, all the tlirtjo term.s jiiust be taken as .standing for entirely different 
sacrifices. 



Adhikaraista (9) : Actions differentiated by difference of 

deities* 

SUTRA (23). 

When a word denoting a material is related (to a word de- 
noting A deity) other than the one that has gone before 
[it becomes a differentiator of actions], because the 
two sentences are equal. 

likdsya. 

In connection with the Vaishvadeva section of the ChdturmCtftya sacrifice, 
we have the text — (a) * Tapte dadhyCniayati sd raishvadevl dmJkftd; 

(b) Bdjihhyo bdjinam' [‘ AVhen curd is put into hot milk, the milk turns into 

(1) curdled solids called ‘ dtniksd, which is offered to the Vishvtidevas, and 

(2) the liquid, skimmed milk, which is offered to the Jidjins*] [cf. Maitrii. 
Sam. 1. 10. IJ. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the second sentence 
(6) lay down a fresh material, Bdjina, curd- water, for the act which has been 
enjoined in the first sentence {a) as having the dmiksd, curdled pieces, for its 
material ? Or the act with the curd-water for its material is distinct from 
that with the curdled pieces ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ The second sen- 
tence (b) lays down a fresh material for the sacrifice enjoined in the first 
sentence (a). — ^Why? — Because *hdja\ like ‘ dmikm\ standing for food, the 
term ‘ bdjin* (the basis of * bdjibhyah^) stands for the V ishi'hle raf; ; so that 
the second sentence refers — by the word ^hdjibhyah ' — to the \’ish\'cdrvas, 
and enjoins, with reference to those deities, a fresh material in the shape of 
the Bajhia, curd-water; so that both the materials, — dmiksd^ curdled pieces, 
and Jidjina, curd- water — are to bo offered to the same deity, Vishredems. 
Thus the Bajina, curd-water, is enjoined in connection with the same act 
that has been laid down in the preceding sentence. Just as, the act of the 
Agniholra having been enjoined in the first sentence, the subsequent sen- 
tences, * Dadhnd juhotV and * Payasd juholi' (cf. Tai. Brii. 2. 1. 6. 4), lay 
down fresh materials for that .same act.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta: — When 

a word denoting a material is related to a word denoting a deity other than the 
one that has gone before, it should enjoin a distinct act ; because, in that case, 
the two sentences are e(pml; i.e. both are equally injunctive of distinct and 
independent acts. 

“ But in the texts quoted, where is there a word denoting a deity other 
Hum the one that has gone before, — when, as just pointed out by us, the term 
‘ Bdjirui ’ refers to (and stands for) the Vishvedems themselves ? ” 

Our answer to this is as follows — According to the explanation suggested, 
it would come to this that the deific cluiraeter of the Vishvedevas is indi- 
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cated in one case (the first sentence), by Direct Assertion, and in the other 
(the second sentence) by Syntactical Connection ; i.o. it is by * direct asser- 
tion ’ when it is expressed by tho nominal affix (as in the term ‘ vaishvadevl'), 
and it is by ‘ syntactical connection ' when it is expressed by the Dative 
ending (as in the term 'bdjibhyak ') ; — when the deific character is indicated 
by Direct Assertion, the Vishvedevas are syntactically construed with A 7 niksd 
(curdled pieces), — and when the deific character is indicated by the Dative 
ending, it. is syntactically construed with Bdjina (curd-water) ; — further, in the 
former case tho deific character is indicated by Direct Assertion, and the 
connection of tho particular material (curdled pieces) is indicated by 
Syntactical Connection, while in the latter case, both are indicated by 
Syntactical Connection. Thus then, in regard to tho deific character, there 
is conflict between Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection ; — and 
in cases of such conflict. Direct Assertion is more powerful than Syntac- 
tical (Connection. All this leads to tho conclusion that the first sentence, 
which speaks of the Amikad, clearly establishes tlie fact of the Vishvedevas 
being the Deity, and that this is not done by the second sentence, which 
speaks of tho Ddjitui; from which it follows that this latter material Bdjhia 
is relaterl to some word expressive of tho Deity, other than tho one men- 
tioned in the preceding sentence; which proves that tho act mentioned in 
the st'cond sentence is distinct from that mentioned in the first sentence. 

SUTRA (24). 

When, HOWKVEK, the word MENTI()NIN(;^ THE ACT IS NOT ACCOMPANIED 
iJY A WORD DENOTIN(^ A IMATEHIAD, THE ACCESSORY MENTIONED 
IN THE SECOND SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PER- 
TAIN INC TO THAT SAME ACT. 

Blidsya, 

I It has been argued (by tho Purvapakain) that — “ Just as the act having 
been enjoined in the sentence ‘ Aynihotram juhoti \ the subseciuont sentences, 
^ Dadhnd jakotP and * Payaad jiifiotP, are injunctive of materials for that 
same act, — so also in the present case the act being mentioned in the first 
sentence, the second sentence will bo injunctive of a material for that same 
actj”. — Our answer to this is that it is only right that in tho case 
cited (of Aynihotra), tho subsetiuent sentences should be taken as injunctive 
of materials for the same act ; as in that case the act mentioned in tho first 
sentence is not connected with any material not mentioned in the Context, — > 
while the material mentioned in the second sentence is connected with the 
Sacrijice mentioned in the context (by the first sentence). — Hence the two 
cases are not analogous. 

Or, this Sutra (24) may bo taken as a separate Adliikarami by itself, as 
follows. — 
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Adiiikaraija ( 10) : Exception to Adhikarana (9) . 

SUTRA (24). 

When howevbb the word mentioning the act is not accompanied 

BY A WORD DENOTING A MATERIAL, THE ACCESSORY MENTIONED 

IN THE SECOND SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PERTAINING 
TO THAT SAME ACT. 

lihasya. 

Purvapaksa — “ Such sontonces as ‘ Dadfwu juhoti\ ‘ J\tt/asu juhoti ’ and 
the lik(? are to be taken as enjoining distinct acts ; as otherwise tiiey would 
have to be taken as laying down so many optional materials (for the same 
act).” 

SUhlhlnta — It is clear from the words of the texts that there is a single 
act of the Agniholraf — and not different acts; and it is in regard to Iho 
same act that the sentences in question lay down diverse materials ; among 
which an option has to be admitted, as clearly justified by the texts them- 
selves. 

[The Tanlravdrtika does not take this as a separate Adhlkurana, ] 



Adhikarai^a (11): The mention of certain materials serves 
the useful purpose — even in connection ivith the same Act — 
of indicating different results. 

SUTRA (25). 

fPUKVAPAK.SA]”-“ ReCAI'SE OF THE MENTION OF A (DISTINCT) HESCLT, 
THERE WOULD RE A (DISTINCT) ACT (LAID DOWN RY THE SENTENC E) ; 

SPECIALLY AS A RESULT IS ALWAYS CONNECTED WITH A 
DEKTNITE ACTION*’. 

Bhdsya. 

[Two cunclusions have been previously arrived at;- (I) Tf the originative In- 
juiietiou of a saeri/iee mention no accessory detail, the accessory mentioned in a 
supploiriontary sentence liccomes coiiiiecteil with that saerilico; anil (2) if the 
originative Injiinetiou of a saerifico mention an accessory, ajiy otVier accessory 
mentioned in the same context must he connected with some other sacrifice. — Tliere 
are cases however where the originative Injunction mentions no accessory detail, 
Avhilo the supplementary sentence mentions, not one, hut several kinds of accessory 
details; and it is one of those cases that is going to ho considered now', Tinitni- 
vurtika -Trans., p. 7,52.] 

With reforonco to the A(jnUio1ra (which is enjoined hy the simple In- 
junction ^ Afinihotram juhott'*)i wo have the tc.xts * Dafafnendrif/ahlniant/a 
juliufpll^ l‘lf one is desirous of acquiring scnse-etlicioncy, one sho\ild pour 
into tiro libations of Dadhi'], and so forth. (Tai. Bra. 2. 1. 5. 0.) 

In regartl to this, there arises the question • Is the offering of tlii‘ 
libations of Uadhi an offering ditferent from the offering made at the Atju 't’ 
hofra ? Or is the result (sense-cHliciency) meant to follow from the material 
Dadhi (oft'orod at the Atjnihotra itself) ? 

The Pdrvapaksa on this question is as follow’s; 

“The offering (//ow?«) in quo.stion is distinct (from the offering made at 
the A[iniholra)\ — why "i -because a distinct result is mentioned; that is to 
say, wo find a distinct result mentioned, and a result can follow only from an 
act. — ‘ When you lay down the general proposition that ‘ a result can follow 
only from an act’, do you refer to such visible (ordinarj’) results following 
from acts as grains from Agricultural Operations [and from tliat infer the 
same in the case of the act of offerings] ? ’ — Our answer to this is — No ; what 
we have asserted does not follow from the analogy of visible results (such as 
grains, etc,). Because if what is seen were to be the solo basis of our 
knowledge of results from acts, — then, such results are seen onl>' in the case of 
acts like Agricultural Operations, not in tlio case of acts like offering into 
fire [so that there could be no cognition of any results following from these 
latter], — If it be meant that ‘ the result liaving been seen to follow in the 
case of the Agricultural Operations, it would bo concluded that similar 
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results follow from other things also’, — ^in that case, a result would be likely 
to follow from a material substance also. — If it be meant that — ‘ what is 
asserted is that a result follows from every act that is similar to Agri- 
cultural Operations — and what is similar to Agricultural Operations is the 
offer hi(/ into fircy because it is an act (like the said operations), and not the 
material substance, which is not similar to Agricultural Operations’, — then 
our answer is that the offering into fire also is not similar to Agricultural 
Operations, because the offerhnj into fire is accomplished by means of such 
things as the Mantra, the Deity and other acceasories, while A{fric7dtur(d 
Operations are carried on by moans of such things as the plough and other 
implements ; and further, the offer iny into fire is of the nature of yiviny, while 
Agricultural Operations arc of the nature of tilliny (the ground). — ‘But we 
base our assertion on some sort of similarity (not absolute analogy) — Well, 
some sort of similarity (to Agricultural Operations) there is in a material 
sahsfftnre also, which latter, like the operations, is an entity and is ephemeral 
and so on. — ‘But seeing that there is another thing (the offering into fire, for 
instance) which boars a greater degree of similarity (to Agricultural Opera- 
tions) than that borne by the material substance, we assert that the material 
substance is not similar (to the operations)’. — Tn that case, there are other 
acts \N ith visible results which bear a greater degree of sifnilarity to Agri- 
cultural Operations than that borne by the offering into fire, [because this 
offering leads to invisible results, wliile the otlier acts, like Agricultural 
Operations, lead to visible results], and hence the offering into fire also 
should be regarded as not similur to Agricultural Operations. \ot is Iht^re 
any such well-establislied law as that wliatovor is seen in one thing should 
be regarded as present, even though not actually seen to be so, in every 
thing that is similar to the former thing. As a matter of fact, when a certain 
thing has been found to be a cause, in connection with a well-known object, 
(i.e. with that which is cited as the Instance in connection with the 
Inference),— if that same thing happen to bo cognised as the cause in con- 
aecti<jn with what is going to be [)rovcd, then, in that case, that thing proves 
this conclusion; and if it is not cognised as the (*ause in connection witli 
this latter, then, it cannot i)rove that conclusion, even though it be similar 
to the said Instance, Consequently even when a thing is similar to tlu^ In- 
stance, it has to be examined whether or not it proves the desired ct>n- 
clusion. — 

“ — ‘ [/rhe reasoning may bo put thus] — Whatever is an acit is alway s 
found to lead to a result, — the offering into fire also is an act, — lienee this 
offering also must lead to a result’. — [If this reasoning be right] then, on the 
cessation of the Act, the material substances and their various combinations 
are found to bring about a result in the shape of another substance, — and 
from this the material substances also might be regarded as loading to 
a result. 

“ Further, no invisible (transcendental) result is found to follow from 
the Agricultural Operations, — and as the act of offering into fire is similar to 
the Agricultural Operations, that offering also could not bring about an in- 
visible (transcendental) result. — Or, on the ground of its similarity to the 
Agricultural Operations, the act of offering also might bring about results in 
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tlie shape of grains (which are the result brought about by Agricultural 
Operations), — and not any such result as sense-efficiencg. — 

“"rhus then the conclusion is that in matters like those we are consi- 
dering, it is not true that what is not seen is proved by what is seen. 

“ — ‘ How then is it that a result cayi follow only from an act (as asserted 
by the Purvapaksln, Text, p. 158, line 16) ? ' 

“ Our answer is that the fact that a result follows is known only from 
words (of the Veda) ; hence a result can be held to follow only from that from 
which it is declared, by the word, to follow ; — tliat the result follows from 
the act of offering into fire we learn from Direct Assertion (of the \'edic 
text),- —while the fact that it follows from the material Dadhi is learnt from 
the Syntactical Connection (of the term * Dadhnd' in the sentence ‘ Dadknd 
indriyakdnuisya juhuydV); — and Direct Assertion is always stronger than 
Syntactical Connection. — Hence we conclude that the result (sense-efliciency) 
follows from the act of offering into fire, — which alone is the reasonable view, 
— and the other view, that it follows from the material, Dadhi, is unreason- 
abl(\ 

“Then again, the Dadhi is incapable of doing both, — bringing about the 
result (sense-cl1licicricy) and accomplishing the act of Offering into Fire. 

— It might be like the washing of the blanket (with tlu» Feet) — this 
Masking does both, it cleanses the blanket and also removes dust from 
the feet.’- - -VV^o do not say that one thing has not the capacity to serve two 
pur}>oses ; what we do sa,y is that a single sentence c‘annot express the two 
ideas - (1) that the Dadhi is accessory to the accomplishment of the Result 
and (2) that the Dadhi is accossoiy to the accomplishmeiit of the act of 
Offering into Fire; that i.s, if the sentence declares that ‘the result is to be 
brought about by means of the Dadhi \ then it cannot declare that ‘ the act 
of Offering into Fire is to be accomplished by means of Dadhi ^ \ or if it 
declares that ‘ the act of Offering into Fire is to be brought about by means of 
Dcujlhi\ then it cannot declare that ‘the result Is to be brought about 
by means of Dadhi'; if it w^ere to declare both, then there would be two 
sentences — a syntactical split; while as a matter of fac.-t, wo find a single 
sentence. — From all this the conclusion is that the result does not follow 
from t he accessory, Dadhi, and that the Offering into the Fire of Dadhi is an act 
distinct from the Offering into Fire that is done in the AgnUtotra." 

SUTRA (26). 

[SiDDllANTAj — B ut inasmuch as the two sentences are not 
EXACTLY alike, IT (THE SECOND SENTENCE) SHOULD BE 
TAKEN AS I.AYINO DOWN AN ACCESSORY FOR THE 
SACRIFICE (mentioned IN THE FIRST SENTENCE). 

Bhdsya. 

The particle * tu\ ‘but', sets aside the Purvapaksa, — What the second 
sentence Dadhnd indriyakdmasya jiihuydV) does is, not to lay dowm a 
distinct act, but only to declare that a certain result follows from the use of 
a certain material. — Why ? — Because the two sentences are ‘ not alike ’ ; 
17 
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that is, in the sentence ^ A gnihol mm juhujdl smrqakdnmh \ we have a result. 
Heaven, »nentioncd along with an act (Offering into Fire), — the meaning of 
the sentence being ‘ one desiring Heaven should bring it about by means of 
the act of Offering into Fire"; while in the sentence * Dadiuid indriya- 
kdtmisya jnhugdt", wo have a result mentioned along with a material', tin's 
latter sentence does not (convey the idea that Mhe act of Offering into Fire is 
to 1)6 done for the purpose of bringing about otlficient sense-organs’; the 
idea that it does convey is that ‘ the act of Offering info Fire should be done 
with Dadhi, when it is done for one desiring sense-eltieiency ’ ; so that 
what it lays down is the connection of the act of Offering into Fire with the 
Dadhi, for the purpose of bringing about sonse-eHicioncy ; — it does not lay 
down the performance of the act of Offering into Fire itself; the sense being 
that ‘if a man is desirous of ellicient sen S(‘ -organs, lie should perform t]\o 
act of Offering iido Fire with Dadhi". 

Question.---^' Which is tlie term in the text that signifies the effort 
(activity) of the Agent ? ” 

Answer. — The word \juhngdl" is that term. 

“Tt is by Direct Assertion that this word \jnhugdt" signifies the Agent’s 
activity as conncctcHl with the act of Offering into Fire, while it is by 
Syntactical Connect ion that it signifies its (*onneclion with Dadhi; — and 
Syntactical Connection cannot set aside Direct Assertion. Nor will it be right 
to say that there would be no incongruity in the sentence signifying both 
the connections simullaneously ; — as that would involve a syntactical split.” 

Our answer to this is as follows: — Those who a(‘cept your view would 
set aside the entire Direct Assertion ; while in our view, what would bo s^t 
aside would bo only what is denoted by the verbal root in the word * juhu' 
ydl" : in your own view on the other hand, the entire word ^dadhnd" would 
be set aside, and yet this word has been used by persons who nevoi- commit 
a mistake; nor is it a mad man’s song: — as has been explained under Sutra 
1. 2. 8— ‘The convention of long-established tradition is ecpially present’. — 
For tliis reason it is not right to take the result as mentioned in connection 
with a distinct act. The other interpretation, on th(', other hand, wherc*by 
the re.sult is taken as mentioned in cf)nnection witli the material, dadhi, 
does not render tho text incongruous in any way. Kecauso the verb 
"jnhnydt" is actually used for tho laying down of the connection bc»tween 
the ^ dadhi" and tho ‘desire for sensc-efliciency ’. 

Objection. — “ Kven though all this may be signifitnl, yet it is not mere 
activity (doing in general) that is understood; in fact, no purpose would be 
served by the signification of more acthity; what is understood must be 
something connected with the act of Offering into Fire; so that the incon- 
gruity pointed out still remains. ” 

Not so, we reply ; for what is understood as connected with the act of 
offering into Fire is also activity (doing), with only this differences that it is 
activity connected with the act of offering into Fire ; this how ever is not 
incompatible with the fact that tJie word denotes activity; tho sense of the 
w^hole sentence being that ‘ if a man is desirous of sense-efficiency, his 
activity in connection with the act of Offering into the Fire should be connected 
with Dadhi". 
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“ Kven so, tho same ineongniity remains, — that the result is spoken of m s 
along with the act of Offerimj into Fire, ” 

Onr answer is that the force of the word **jvhuyflt' is such that it 
signifies the activity qn/tlificA hy {connecletl with) the act of Offering into Fire ; 
but in this the act of Offering Into Fire is not enjoined as the means of 
ac(;ompIishing (any result); in fact, the Activity an something to he accom- 
plished is connoted by tlie sentence as tlie substratum for {the operation of) 
tile Dadhi. Tt is for this reason that the Vrttikara lias dt^elared as follows — 
‘ The material as resting in the act of Offering into Fire would accomplish the 
result; just as the king’s ofiicer performs the king’s work as subsisting on 
the king.’ 

Tlius it is that the result follows from the J)ndhi; and the sense of t he 
sentence is that ‘ the man desirous of sense-eflicieiicy should bring about 
that enicicncy by means of Dadhi\ 

“ Jiut in what way is this to be done ? ” 

fn the inaiinor of the entire procedure of the Agnihotra. 

“ ITow do you get at t his ? ” 

(a) Dadhi as a means of accomplishing the result stands in need of the 
indication of the manner and method in whic.h this is to bo done, - {h) the 
method that is in close proxiniify to the mention of the Dadhi is that 
detailed in the procedure of the Agnihotra^— (c) the sentence contains the 
term demoting the act of Offering into Fire (i.o. the root ‘/n2’ with the sign 
of the Injunctive) ; — yet this same word is not injunctive, being, as it is, onl;^' a 
reference to the same act of Offering into Fire (as enjoined in another text). 

It cannot, b(^ said that there is no other word injunctive of the act of 
Offering info Fire. — From all this it follows that what is mentioned in the 
sentence ‘ Dadhnd ifuiriyakdmasya juhnydt * is not a distinct act ; hence tlm 
llesult follows from the (use of tlie) J)adhi (at the act of Offering into Fire 
which is enjoined by the sentence ^ Agnihot ram juholi'). 

Or (the other explanation is that) as special significa-uco is meant to ho 
attached to the term * Dadhi', the connection between Dadhi and the act of 
Offering into Fire is enjoined by the sentence (* DadlDul, etc.’);- hence the 
H(\sult would follow from the Dadhi as connected with the act of Offering into 
Fire. 



Adhikaraista ( 12 ): The Varavantlya^ etc. are distinct acts: 
Exception to the foregoing Adhikarami. 

SUTRA (27). 

Where the sentences are alike, (the mention of the Resolt) 

MUST BE CONNECTED WITH A DTSTINCrr ACTION. 


Bhdsya. 


We hiivo the text — (a) ‘ TrivrdagnisHH agnistomafi, tasya vdyavyasu 
tkavimahamagni stoma sdma krtvd hrahmavarclmsakdmo yaj^ta \ [and in conti- 
nuation of this Agnishit sacrifice, we have tlie sentence ‘ Vdravantiynrnagni^ 
stonm sfuna hdryam **, which prescribes an accessory in the shape of tJie Vara- 
vantlyn^; — tlien comes the text {h) ‘ Stasyaiva revatlsu vdravantlyamagni- 
stoma sdma krtvd pashvkdmo hyeteaa yajeta*. [The difference between (a) 
and (6) is that while the result mentioned in the former is Hrahmarnrchasa^ 
Hrahmic glory, that spoken of in the latter is pashtt^ Cattle). 

[AgnUtpma or JyotiHoma is the Archctypo of all Soina-sarailices ; one of the 
minor Sorrui-sacriticcs is the one-day sacrifice called * AgniHid\ which is also 
called ^ trivrt\ ‘trifrdd’, hecauac the Trk'rt-stoma hymn is sung at it; being of 
the nature of the AgniHoina, which is one of the seven stages of the Agnis(<ana 
sacrifice, it is also called by the name ^ agniyptmn'. During the perforinuiicc of 
the Archetype itself, — at the third extraction, they sing the Yajhnyajdiya Sdmtni. 
which Saruan, by reason of the Agiiistoma sacrifice being completed thereby, is 
also called the * AgniHmua Sdttian' ; —this Sdman being sung in c'onnection with 
the Agn^^yl Rk- verses beginning with the words ‘ YajHuyajnfx vu agmiyah -But at 
the Ketype, i.c. the AgniHut, if the Agent is desirous of IJrahiriic glory, the Atpdfi- 
toma-sdinan is sung in connection with the Tayaui Rk- verses, - this Suman. having 
twenty-ono stomas, as at the Archetypal sacrifice. This is what is laid down in 
the first sentence (a). — If , however, tlie Agent desires to obtain instead of 

Brahmic glory, the Sdmnn to be sung is the Varavanliyu, and that is s\ing in con- 
nection vrith the RP^vnti-verses, beginning wdth ‘ HpoaCirnah This is what is laid 
down in the secoinl sentence (6).J 

In rtjgard to these sentences (n) and (b), tlicre arises Iho qn(\stion — 
Does the s(m*oikI sentence speak of the cailte as the result following from the 
special accessory, Vdraranllya, appearing in coniuiction with the same act 
of the Agnistat-Agnistoma that has been enjoined in tl)e first sentence,- -and 
honce the words ^ etena yajeta' of the second sentence is only a reference (to 
the same act of sacrifice which has been spoken of by tlw^ same words in the 
first sentence) ? Or do the words ‘ elena yajetaA in the second sentence laj 
down a distinct and independent sacrifice ? 

On this question, we have the following Pnrmpaksa \ — “ Thf 3 second 
sentence does not lay down a distinct sacrifice ; it only mentions a particular 
result following from a particular accessory (used at the same sacrifice 
that has been laid down in the first sentence). — ^\Vhy ? — The phrase ‘ e/ena 
yajeta * (as occurring in the second sentence) only mentions wliat is already 
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known, and not anything not already known ; and for that reason, it cannot 
be a new Injunction. What tho second sentence declares is that ‘if the 
Agent desires Cattle, he should perform the sacrifice, adopting the Vdravan- 
tlya Sf7man\ — and it does not mean that ‘one should perform the sacrifice — 
by doing what ? — by adopting the Vdramntiya-sdtnan — Then again, tho 
plirase ‘ clasyaiva ’ (in tho second sentence, which phrase means ‘ of this 
same’) clearly shows that what follows is not a different sacrifice. — From 
all this wo conclude that iill that the second sentence declsres is that a 
particMilar result (Cattle) follows from the use of a particular accc^ssory 
( Vdramniiya). ” 

Tn answer to this Purmpakm, wo have tho following SifldJulnta : - 

Jn a c.ase where distinct sentences like those under consideration are 
alike, the mention of the result must be connected with a distinct action. What 
the second sentence says is * Etasyaiva re^Mllsu vdravantiyam krtvCP (‘ At this, 
having adopted the V^ara van tlya on the Kovati versos’); — as a matter of 
fact however, ‘at this’ — at the sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence, — 
there ar(^ no Hemll verses on which tho Vdravantiya could be adopted. So 
that if tho sectaid sentence wore to be taken as referring to the same act as 
that mentioned in tho first sentence, it would have to mean that ‘the llevatl 
verses are to be used, —and in connection with these, the Vdravantiya 
Sdtnan has to be sung’; and this would involve a synhictical split 
(and make th(^ term *etasya^ wholly redundant — says the Tantrardrtika — 
Trans., p. 784 1. 

The Furvapaksin may suggest the following inierpretiition — “ \\"hat the 
sf'cond sentence means is this — ‘ Having brought into the siicrifice, the Fevall 
verses and liaving sung the Vd ravanflya on them, — one should perform that 
sacrifice’ ; so that tliat part of tho sentence which speaks of the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice is only a reference to the sacrifice laid down in the 
first sentence [and the part speaking of the introduction of the Fevatl verses 
and the singing of the V drax'antiya on them is an injunction of these 
(new) accessories].” 

Hut in that case, [the Vdravaniiya-sdmjan being connected with both 
sets of verses], it could not be regarded as the Aynistonva sdman. 

“ Hut even so, the Varaxsinllya would come in for accomplishing that 
purpose which (in the former sacrifice) is served by the Aynisfoma-Sajiuin 
[so that tho name * Aynistoxna-sdmanA would still continue to be applic- 
able!.” 

In that case, the term *etasya' would lose its significance (be wholly 
redundant); and if significance were to be attached to both (i.e. the 
Vdravantiya and the pronoun * etasya^), then there would be syntactical 
split. 

From all this it follows that what is .spoken of in the second sentence is 
an act distinct from the sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence. 

Question. — “Even when the second sentence is taken as speaking of a 
distinct act, how is the syntactical connection avoided ? ” 

Answer, — The meaning of the sentence is that — ‘One desirous of cattle 
should perform th(^ sacrifice after singing tho Vdravantiya- Sdman over the 
verses ’ ; and what is here enjoined is a new sacrifice along with all 
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these qiialifi cations ; so tliat the sentence ‘ expresses a single idea ^ (and serves 
a single purpose), and it is also such that, ^ on being separated, the words 
are found to be wanting*; — and thus (all the conditions of ‘one sentence* 
laid down in 2. 1. 46 being fulfilled), syntactical unity is maintained. 

“ As a matter of fact, even under this construction, the sentence 
conveys two distinct ideas — (1) ‘ The new sacrifice should bo performed’ and 
(2) ‘ the new Sntnan, Varnranilya, should bo sung over tlio /^em/i-verses *’ 

It is not so, we reply. What is enjoined is the sacrifice which has for 
its accessory the Bevatl-verses over which the Vurnvantlya Sdman has been 
sung, — not the tthiyhig of the Vdram'nriyn ; the singing of the Vdravantiya 
over the Revati-vorsos would be done as a matter of course (when the sjiid 
t{ualified sacrifice is performed), and certainly it is sornolhing that is 
capable of being done. 

Objection.- this way, the connection of the lie mil verses with 
the Vdravantiya would not be something enjoined ; so that it would b(" 
possible to have other Sdnt/ins sung over those verses, and it would be 
possible also to sing the Wlravantlya over other vtu’ses.” 

This does not affect our case. T’he ic^rm* krtvd' (‘having done’) in the 
sentence denotes the said connection as duly accomplished for the purpose 
of the sacrifice ; so that the said connection becomes understood; the term 
*krtvd\ ^having ffone \ is capable of signifying both, the accom pUshtmnt as 
well as the connection of the past time; just as in the sentence * shonatnd- 
naya \ where both the. horse and the red colour are enjoined (l)\' the single word 
*shona') for one who is to ‘bring in’ the horse, and yet this causes no 
8ynta<itical split, — similarly would it be in the case in rpa*stion also. 

“ Even so, however, there are sev(5ral things that come to be spok(»n of 
in the sentence — viz; (1) the lieratV verses, (2) the Vdravanriya-Sdinnn. (3) 
the connection between (1) and (2), (4) the sacrifice, and (5) the desire for 
cattle.” 

This does not affect our position. Sevc'ral things are spoken of, but 
what is enjoined is only one, the (/naiified sacrifice. 

“As a matter of fact, the* Re cati- verses also are (‘njoined. as also the 
Vdravantiya Sdman. If these wore not enjoined, then the sacrifice could 
not be enjoined as (pia fitted by these two; because it is not possible to 
enjoin the (pialificd without enjoining the g uali flea f ion. Thus then, there 
being several objects of injunction, there is nc) ‘ singlcnc.ss of idea ’ {convey- 
ed by th<? sontenco in ((uestion) |and hence the sequence cannot be n^garded 
as a syn tact i ca I n n . J ” 

The answer to this is as follows:- The term *artha^ (in the definition 
of ‘one scntenco’ u?id(T Sutra 2. 1. 46) stands for purpose, andtla* definition 
of ‘one senteiK^c’ thus comes to be tJjat ‘when a riuinber of words accom- 
plish a single purpose, they constitute one sentence (a synlae(i(Nd unit)’. 
Now. in the sentence in fpicstion the purpose accomplished is not more than 
one; i.e. there fire not several words injunctive of st^vertil desinal things; 
the term ‘ recalisu \ for instance, is not injunctive of the Revatl-rerses only ; — 
if wo fake the two terms * revatlsn vdramnt%ynni\ togetlua*, — then also, tlu^ 
term * vdracanltya\ taking the Accusative ending, does not signify the 
desired connection (between the Revatl verst‘s and the Vdraraidvya 
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tSdman ); — as the meaning of the noun remains tlio same, tlie term 
‘ krtvd ’ also, signifying only doimf or hrirujimj about ^ does not tend to indicate 
connection only; of the two words ^ revatisii' 'cdracanti)jmn\ so far as 
the term ^ vdravantlya\ which appears witli the Accusative ending, is 
concerned, it does not sigiiify the intended connoetion ; as it significvs 
nothing more than what is denoted by the basic noun itself ; — tlieii, as 
regards the word *krtvd\ the root ‘A:/*’ does not tend to signify mere 
connection; what it signifies is the connection that subserves the purposes 
of something else (the sacrifice) ;— the sacrifice (denoted by t he root in 
* yajcta') as (pialified by this connection, however, does not subserve the 
purposes of any other thing. Thus then, all these things, ex]»ress(‘d by the 
words of t he sentence in cpiestion, serve only one single purpose ; and 
hence? the whole forms ‘one sentence' (a syntactical unif). — On the other 
hand, if the result spoken of in the sentence (cattle) were taken as following 
from the use of the particular acct‘ssory, the ideas oxprc‘Ssed by the sentence 
would be — (a) that ‘the \ytraranliya-Sd?nan is to be for the purpose that is 
served by the Agnist-oma-Saman and (b) that ‘the name of this is 
A(jnistonia-S(lman\ - and this would involve a clear syntactical split. 

Says the Opponinit — “ What is enjoined by the sentence is the sacrifice 
(|ualifi(‘d by the sevt'ral qualifications, Hecail and the rest, as subsidiary to 
tlu? Atjuishit sacrifice (mentioned in the first s(‘ntence). — I'J’lic meaning is 
that ‘ Ifaviug sung the Vdracantiya over the Iterati verses, one should 
perform this Siicrifico as su))sidiary to the previously-mentioned Afjnistut^ ; 
t he advantages at t(‘ndant upon this interpretation would be (1) that there 
would bo no rejection of what is indicated Iw the cont(‘Xl, and (2) that the 
us(‘ of the word ‘ctnsya' would serve the useful purpose of pointing to that 
Aijni^fiff sacrifice which is mentioned in the C^ontext. — Tantmcdrtika — 
Trans., p. 7SS.J’’ 

Kven so, the connection of the term * pashid'dinaft^ (‘ desirous of cattle ') 
would bring about syntactical split. — [The explanatioii suggested makes this 
term ‘ pashukdmah' entirely irrelevant ; if, to avTjid this, it is taken in and 
included in tlu* construction, then there comes about a syntactical split; 
l)eeausc a single sentence cannot, at one and the same tinu*. i‘nj«)in a sacrifice 
and also a result. — Tantravdrt ika — Trans., p. 788.] 

“The construction may be pre.sentcd as follows — ‘one desiring cattle 
should p(*rform the sacritice by means of tlie \ drarant~iya sung over the 
Ilerafl verses’. |Thus the syntactical split would be avoided.]” 

This is fiot possible; for (if the siuu’ifice laid down in this .second 
si?nteiu*(i thus explained were the same as the Afjnishit sacrifice laid down in 
the first sentence, then) — inasmuch as the first sentenct* has laid down the 
Aiinistoma-Sdnyin, in connection with that sacrifici*. as sung over the 
Vdlfari verses,— if, in accordance with the second sentence, the same 
Annistoma-Sdinan wore sung over the Hevati xerses, that would cause a fiaw 
in the sacrifice, due t(» its being deprived of the })reviously- mentioned basis 
for the Sdman (in the shape of the I'dyavl verses). 

“ But it has just bc'cn said by you that it is possible for the Vdramnfii/a 
to be sung over the Uevati verses [and this is all that our explanatioii 
involves].” 
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It is certainly possible, if there is an injunction to that effect; unless 
there is a declaration to tliat effect, the Bevntl verses do not become taken 
in merely by the taking up of the Vdravanili/a, 

“ There would be an injunction to that effect in the form — * One 
desiring cattle should accomplish the Vdramntli/a on the Kevatt verses, and 
then lie should offer the sacrifice,’ — this * sacrifice^ beiiig a reference to the 
sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence.” 

In case there is an injunction of connecting the Vammniiya with tlie 
Pevafl verses, this itself becomes a distinct art; and the injunction cannot 
in that case bo taken as that of an accessory of the Aynistut mentioned in 
the first sentence. 

“The clause * then ho should offer the sacrifice’ being a referenco to the 
Afjnishtt .sacrifice, it would be rnanife.st that between tlie two (i.o. the 
Aynhtat sacrifice mentioned in the first .sentence, and the connect wn 
mentioned in the second sentence) there is a relationship which makes the 
latter a subsidiary to the former.” 

That is not po.ssiblo; if the said connection (between tlie Vdrnrantlya 
and the Heratl) were merely subsidiary to the sacrifice (Aynistut), tlien it 
could have no connection with the ‘desire for cattle’; for if both the con- 
nections were meant to be predicated, then there would be syntactical split. 

“But the connection with the sacrifice would be only by way of 
reference^ and the fact of this connection being subsidiary to the sacrifice 
would be indicated by the Context.” 

This also is not po.s.sibIe; as Syntactical Connection i.s more powerful 
tiian Context, 

For these rt^asons what is mentioned in the second sentence must be a 
distinct act, — this being either the singinff of the Vnrncantlya over the Herat, I 
rersea as ciualified by (i.c. in connection with) a sacrifice, ora sacrifice qualified 
by the .said singing of the Varavnntlya over the Hevatl verse.s. — As regards 
tho connection between thi.s ‘sacrifice’ and the ‘de.sire for cattle’, we find its 
injunction in the form of the affix appearing at tho end of the root ‘ yaji' (in 
* yajfita'), while we find nothing in tho sentence that could be directly 
injunctive of the connection between the Hevati and the Vdravantlyn, 
Hence it becomes established that the second sentence enjoins, for the 
person desiring cattle, the .sacrifice as qualified by all the qualifications 
mentioned in the .sentence. 

“If this qualified sacrifice is what is enjoined, then, how docs this 
Vdravantiya sung over the Revatl verses become Agnistoma-Sdman (as 
mentioned in the second sentence it-self) ? ” 

On the strength of the declaration itself, it would be so, because of its 
serving the .Scamo purpo.so as the Agnistoma-Sdmnn, What is there that 
cannot be done by a direct declaration (of the Veda) ? In fact no burden is 
too heavy for a direct declaration. 

As regards the argument that the pronoun *etnsya'* (in the second 
sentence) [is a clear reference to the sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence, 
to which therefore the .second sentence should be taken as a reference], — our 
answer i.s that ji sentence is always dependent upon what is immediately 
before or after it; so that there would be no incongruity in the word 
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* etasya' (‘this’) being taken in the indirect (figurative sense) of ‘ e/ad- 
fiharntakasya^ (‘that which has this character’) [and the Vdrni^ontiya 
Sfiman suny over the Revatl verses is certainly something that has the same 
character as the AynisfotnaSCnnati]. 

From this it follows that the second sentence should be taken, not as 
mentioning a, result following from the use of a (iertain accessory, but as 
laying down a distinct sacrifice with such cliaracteristics as tliose meiiiioned 
in the sentence. Thus it becomes cstablisluid that where the sentences are 
alike, the resnlt is connected with a disthxct action. 



Aduikarana ( 13 ) : The ‘ Sauhhara ' and the ^ Nidhana ’ 
both lead to the same Kesnlt: Exception to the foregoing 

Adhikarana. 

SUTRA (2S). 

[PURVAl*AKSAj. — “ BECAUSE OF THE IVIENTION OF THE HUMAN A(iENT, 
THEJtE MUST BE A RESULT IN CONNECTION WITH THE 

‘Saubhaka’ and also one in connection with 
THE ‘Nidhana.’” 

fiMsya. 

Wo liave tlio text (a) * Vo rrsfik'flmo i/f/niitlrfyakrimo yah sraryakamah 
fin fiaabharerift sturlta, mrvf rai hltmlh saubhnre" [Ttlndya. M.B. 8. 8. 18, 20 1 
(‘ One who desires rain, one who desires food, onc' who dt‘sires TTeji von should 
sing the Saubhara Sdman^ as all desires are eentri'd in the Saubham ’) ; follow- 
ing on this we Jiave the sentence, (h) * Hlstii vrstikdondyn aidhnuain l iirydl, 
nrijityaanddyakdindya^ d —iti sraryakdnidya' l/l’an. M.B. 8. 8. 11) | (*For on<* 
d( 3 siring rai?i, tlie syllable /J.v slionld be used as the Xidhaaa, for one dt^siring 
food, the syllable drk and for one desiring Heaven, the syllable d'). — 
Sauhhara^ is the name of a particular >SV7///r/'r//aa/, and ^ XUUvnta' is tins 
last of tho five or seven parts of a Sdma-rhant ; thesyllablt's ^ fils\ * drk^ and 
‘ are some of those that are used as Xidhnaas in various ASV7//a/-r/a/>//.s*.] — 
In connection with these texts the fpiestion to be considered is -Is 
Saubhara the means of obtaining rain, and the XUUiann ^ his' another 
moans of obtaining rain ? Or the Saubhara alone is the means of 
obtaining rain, and the syllable ‘/us’ is to be used as tho XUfhaaa of tho 
Sauhhara when this latter is employed as the means of obtaining rain? 
Similarly wluai the Saubhara is employed as tho moans of obtaining food, 
the syllable ^•drk' is to be used as its Xulhaua, — and when the Saubham is 
employed as the means of obtaining Heaven, the sN'Ilable ‘ u ’ is used as its 
N'idhana ? The saaiie consideration applies to all th«*sc‘ three eases. —jin 
connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider the following 
question — Does the Saubhaia mentioned in tla* tirst sentence bring about 
its result by itself, independently of the* Xldlauian ^ his' and the rest men- 
tioned in the second sentence, which latter bring about distinct ri‘sults of 
their own, apart from that brought about by tho Saubhara 'i Or the 
Xiffhanas, * Ills' and the rest, have been laid down as (he instruments 
which, when used in connection with the same afori‘said Saubhara, help this 
latter in bringing about its results ? — TautramrUka — Trans., p. | 

“How can the senteiico convey the idea, that there is a distiiud r<;sult 
following from the Xidhana ? And in what manner does the text serve the 
purpose of I'cstricting the j>articular Xulhaua to ])e used (with the Saubhara, 
for the purpose of bringing about a particular result) ? ” 
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If tho S(5cond sentence is construed us meaning that ‘ the Nidhana His 
is to be used for thc^ man desiring rain’ {IHsili vrsfikdmdya kurydt^), — tlicii 
it means that a distinct result follows from the particular Nidhmm. On tho 
other hand, if the construction is — * Tilsit i nUlhammi kyrydt\ ‘the syllable 
Uls is to be used as the Nidhana'*, then tho text serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular Nidhana to be used (in connection with the San- 
hhara) y- and. in this latter case, the term ‘ vrstikdmdya* (in the second sen- 
tence) is treated as a qualification of the Haidihara, and it has no connection 
with the Nidhana * Ills', 

[Though tho question hero propounded has no bearing on the subject-matter of 
the Adhydya, which is Diffenuice among Actions, — yotit has been introfluced here as 
connected with that subject ; or it may be that, like Difference among Differ- 

ence among the Results of actions also forms the subject-matter of the Adhydya . — 
Further, the question hero propounded affects the actual |jerformancc of the action 
concerned : At the tinu' that the Sauhhnra has been commenced for one who 
desires Rain, — {a) would the last two nidhanas ‘iirk* and ‘u’ be list'd at the time 
along with tho His, for the puipose of obtaining tho other two results (food and 
TTeavoji), — and {h) a ditferemee is to be made between the two desires of rain, one 
to Ijc fulfilled by the Saubhara and the other to be fulfilled l>y the Xidhana * His\ 
as would have to be made if a distinct result follows from the Nidhana seporati' 
fr»»m similar results spoken of in the first sentence as following from the Saubhara 
it'^elf ? (r) Or <loos the second sentence only serve the purpose of restrieting the 
particular Nidhana for the sariK' Saubhara as leading to the rcsulf mentioned,- so 
that when one (iorninoncos the Saubhara for the puriioso of obtaining rain ho should 
us(* tlu' nidhana ‘ His' only, the rain mentioneil in the second sentence, in this ease 
being the same as that mentioned in the first sentence V — From the way that the 
Jthdsya has explained it, the question becomes a verbal one — Are the terms ^hls\ 
*urk' and ‘ i7 ’ <‘onnoctcd directly with the terms ‘desiring rain', ‘desiring food' 
and ‘desiring Heaven — or with tlie term ‘ nidhana ' only ?- -Tantrardrtika -Trans- 
lation, pp. 7T{-7!)t. I 

On tb(‘ question us propounded above, wc liuvc tbc' following Purra- 
paksa : — “ Tn connection irilh the ‘ S a a h ha ra ' and the ‘ A" i d h a n a', there 
is a distinct result ; — ^wby V — because of the meutiou of the htnuuu ayeut ; i.e. m o 
find ihi.' human c//'o77 mentioned in the second sentence' by means of tlie term 
' kurydit' (‘should use’). If tlu' connection intended were that between 
‘desire for rain’ and the nidhana *hls', then alone would such mention of 
human effort lia.ve any sense; not if tin* connection intended were that 
bi'tween tin' Saubhara and that Nidhana: as in the latter case, the idea that 
‘the' Sauldmra should he sung along with all its accompaniments (in the 
shape of Nidhana, etc,)' would be already olitained from the injunctive text 
it self, wliich lays down the singing of the Saubhara-Sdman. — Thus, from the 
mention of human elTorl by the term *kurydf', we eonelude that that view 
of tli(' (piestioii is tlie correct one under which tlu' ‘human effort * mentioned 
is fruitful: and as a matter of hiot. it is fruitful only if a distinct result 
follow’s tlie Nidhana. Hence the conclusion is that there is one result follow- 
ing from the Saubhara itself, and a second result follows separately from the 
Nidhana, 

“ Or, tho ‘ mention of the human ayent ' sjioken of in the Sutra maybe that 
which appears in the term ‘ vrstikdmdyn' , (‘for one desiring Heaven’) ; it is 
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the man desiring rain who is spoken of by the term ‘ vrstihJma \ — and tJiis 
mention of the human agent in the Shruti text is capable of serving the 
purpose of urging the man to the particular sictivity, only under the Pnnm- 
paksa view (that a distinct result follows from the Nidhana ); — under the 
other view, on tlie other hand, the term ' vrstikdma \ wliicli denotes the 
human agent, will have to bo taken in the figurative sense, as indicating the 
Sfiuhhara; and this would involve a rec^onrse to indirect (figiirativ’e) Indi- 
cation. And as between Direct Assertion and Indirect Indication, it is 
Dire(!t Assertion, not Indirect Indication, that is logical. Hence we conclude 
that a second result follows from the Xidliana ; and in this way there would 
be a larger volume of the result, in tlio shape of rain [one supply of rain 
coming from the Sanbhara and a second supply from the XidlMna^; so that 
a distinct result must be regarded as following from the XidhanaX 

SUTKA (21)). 

[Sij)dhanta] — But inasmuch as all the results mentioned in the 

SKCOND SKNTKNCE ARE THE SAME AS THOSE MENTIONED IN THE 
FIRST SENTENCE, — THE MENTION OF THE RESULT SHOULD 
APPERTAIN TO THE SaUBHARA *, AND THE REPETITION 
OF THE WORDS SERVES THE PURPOSE OF RES- 
TRICTlNCt THE NIDHANAS. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ^ vn \ ‘but’, sets aside the Prirvapakm, --VhQ view that 1ms 
been set forth above, that .a separate result follows from the Xldhana^ is not 
right. The second sentence is not to be construed as * rrsfiktlrndj/a hisifl 
kuryat/' (‘one should use the Nidhana Hxs for one desiring rain’), — but as 
* hlslti nldhamim sauhharasya^ His is tlie nidhana for the SanhhanP), — If 
the ‘/if;?’ were connected with the term ‘desiring rain ’, we (;ould not get the 
idea that ‘the Nidhana should be used’ nidhanam kurydt^); so that the 
Nidhana ‘ His' would not be used at all. ff the ‘ His' were connected with 
both (‘desiring heaven’ and ‘should be used’), then there would be a syn- 
tactical split; which would imply that the term ‘ nidhana' has been wrongly 
put in the text; but it has been already pointed that texts like those we are 
dealing with cannot be held to be ‘wrong’. Hence the * His' cannot 
be connected with the term ‘desiring rain’ ; sn that the result spoken of can- 
not be regarded as a separate one following from the Nidhana by its(‘lf. 

“How do you avoid the syntJictical split by connecting His with the 
Nidhana ? ” 

Our answer is as follows : — For the purpose of obtaining rain we have 
the Satddtara already (enjoined in the first sentence); — that there should be 
a Nidhana to the Saiihhara is also well known ; — so that all that is enjoined, 
in this case, by the second sentence, is that ‘//is is the particular Nidhana 
to be used m connection with tlie Sauhfiara (when it is sung for the purpose 
of obtaining rain)’ ; and in this there is no syntactical split. From this it 
follows that the second sentence serves to restrict the particular Nidhana to 
be used (in a particular case). 
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Similarly in the case of the other two Nidhanaa — urk and w — (spoken 
of in the second sentence). Inasmuch as the JSaubhara as a whole is capable^ 
of bringing about all the results in the shape of Food, Rain and Heaven, it 
is possible to differentiate the Sauhhara in particular cases by means of 
words expressive of these results [and this is what is done in the second 
sentence]. 

“ But why should this differentiation be done ? ” 

The repetition (involved in this differentiation) serves tlie purpose of 
realrictiwjf — i.e. of specifying the particular Sidhana to be used in a 
particular case, for the purpose of obtaining a particular result. 

[Kumarila has criticised the above presentation of the Adhikarana and has 
proposed a different presentation, though the Siddhanta remains practically the 
same viz., that ‘ the previous sentence having spoken of certain results as 
following from the Sauhhara as a whole, what the second sentence does is to 
restrict the particular NidJuaias of the Sauhhara with reference to each one of the 
results mentioned before, so that the mention of the results in the second sentence 
is only a reference to that in the first sentence*. — See T antra vdrtika — Trans., 
pp. 790 802. 

Kumarila also adds a supplementary Adhikarayia leading to the conclusion 
that ‘ the Sauhhara Suman to be employed for the pur})Ose of obtaining rain and 
the other results must belong to that particular Vedic Recension in which the 
Saman appears with those X idhauns. — See Taut ra cart ikn — Trans., p. SOU.] 


ICnd of Fdda ii of Discourse II. 



DISCOURSE 11. 

PADA III. 

Adhikarai!IA (1) : The O r ah a g r ala is subsidiary 
to the J y o t i s t o m a, and not a distinct Act. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PttBVAPAKSA] — “ In RBALITY an ACCESSOBY, MBNTTONEl) IN f’ONNEO- 
TION WTTir A SACRIFICE, SHOCED MAKE IT A niSTINCT ACT: BECAUSE 
THE ( ONNECTION IS WJTH 'ITIE ENTIRE SACRIEKn].” 

Hhn.vja, 

The Jjfotistoma is a sacrifice, enjoined in the text (a) ‘ J tfo! islowena 
smt'qaknmo yajeta" ('One desiring Heaven should offer the Jf/otistowa 
Sacrifice’). In reference to that sarno sacrifice, we find the text — (6) ‘ Yatli 
ralhaiilarafiflmd somali sydt ninth am yavdymn (jrahan tjrhnlytlf ; yadi brhnf/ftlnKl, 
fihnkrdtfrdn : Yadi jagaisdwdy dgrayandgrdn* (‘If the Sonia is one at wliich 
the linlhnntarn -Sdnian is sung, then the cups to ho offered first should lie 
those dedi<‘a ted to Jndra-Vdyu^ if it is one at which (he Brhaf-Sdnutn is 
sung, then the cups dedicated to Sliukm; if it is one at which the dngnt- 
Sdwnn is sung, then the cups dedicated to Agmyami^). 

In regard to these, there arises the fpiestion — Is tha Jir.it offering of the 
pnrtkvlar cups (grnhdgratd) enjoined as part of the Jyolisloma ? Or as 
part of the two distinct acts named ‘ Bathnntarnsduid ’ and ‘ Brhatsdind ’ ? 
— If the names ^ Bat hunt nrasdnnd^ and ' Brhntsdmd’' stand for the Jyolis- 
toma, tlien th(^ accessory detail in the shape of the Birsf -offering of the Cups 
should appertain to that saints sacrifice; if the two names do not stand for 
the J yotistonui, then it should appertain to other airts. 

The idea that presents itself first of all is that the particular ncce.ssory 
detail appertains to the J yotistorna, h(‘cause the Context is of this sacrifice. 

As against this, we have the following Purvnpakmv — 

“ (innnstu kratusamyogdf, etc, hi reality, an accessory mentioned, etc. 
(Sutra). — The particle ^ iu\ ‘in reality’, sets aside the first idea. — It is not 
true that the accessory detail appe^rtains to the Jyotistoma ; — why ? — because 
mentioned in connection with a sacrifice, — ‘To what then does it appertain ?’ 
— It appertains to a distinct act, — ‘ But words like Bathantarasdmd and 
Brhatsdtnfi nvG always expressive of tho. J yotisUmm — Certainly not, we say ; 
the names could bo taken as standing for the Jyotistoma, if tlu’ connection 
(of the particular Sdman, Bathantara) wen? not with the entire sacrifice; the 
connection, however, is with tlie entire sacrifice [hence th(j name cannot 
stand for the Jyotislmnd], — ‘ How do you know tha,t the connection is with 
the entire sacrifice ? ’ — Well, how do you know that it is 7iot with the entire 
siicrifico ? — ‘ If the presence of the Bathantara or tJie Brimt were tlie sole 
reason for the adopting of a particular First-offering, then th(^ connection 
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could not be with the entire sacrifice; that is to say, if the First-offering is 
that of the cup dedicated to Indra- Vdyn, by reason of the Sdmnn sung being 
Rallmninra , — or if tlie First-offering is that of the cup dedicated to Shukra 
by reason of the Sdrnan sung being lirhaf, then fas the connection of tlie 
particular Sdmnn would not bo with the entire sacrifice], the two sentences 
in question {Yadi rathantamsd}nd, etc.) should be taken as laying down 
a(;c(?tssories for the J}joli8foma\ — But, if the presence of tlie Rathnrifnra 
Sdmnn, or the presence of the Brhat Sdmnn, were not the sole reason (for tln' 
adopting of any particular F irst-oJJermtj), then tlie connection would be with 
the entire sacrifice [ and in that case, the accessory in question cannot bo 
taken as appertaining to the Jyo1i8tomn\ 

“ Now, what is the meaning of the term ‘ rnihnnfarasdmd * (as occurring 
in the sentence ‘ Yndl rnih/infarn^dmn somah sydt, etc.') ? -Its meaning is ‘ [f 
the Rathantara Sdrnan forms the disthif pushing feature of the Act'. — ‘ How do 
you get at this meaning?* — We get at it from the implications of the com- 
pound. As a matter of fact, there is compounding of only such terms as liave 
the requisite capacity, — and this capacity is there when there is tlie relation- 
ship of qualification and qualified (between the terms),- and one thing is 
calk'd the ‘qualification’ of another when it is peculiar to this latter (when 
alone it can serve to qualify or differentiate it). So that, in the case in 
<luestion, the meaning of tlie sentence comes to be this — ‘If Rathantara is 
the only Sdmnn sung and no other, — or if the Brhat is the only Sdrnan sung, and 
no other (then, the First-offering is to bo of the Indra-Vdyu Cup. or the 
Shukra Cup)'; — at the Jyotistoma sacrifice, however, there arc mixny Sdrnan s 
sung, sucli as the (idyatra and the rest (and not the Rathantara only, or the 
Brhat only) ; — for this reason the two words ‘ Rathanta rasdmd and ^ Brhat sdnvl' 
cannot stanrl for the Jyotistoma. So that, oven though through Context, the 
second set of sentences would appear to be laying down accc'ssories for the 
Jyotistoma, y(*t, this implication of the Context is set aside by the more 
authoritative indication of Syntactical Connection, which connects the acces- 
sories with the Rathantara sdma and the Brhatsdmn (which are acts entirely 
distinct from Jyotistoma). 

“ — ‘But’, says the Opponent, 'just as the Jyotistoma cannot be 
called Rathantarasdmd, so also there is no such act as could be called 
Rathnntarasdmd (by reason of the Rathantara being the only Sdrnan sung 
jit. it)’. — On the strength of the sentence in question — Yadi rathantara- 
sdmd somah sydt — itself, w^e shall assume a distinct act at which Rathantara 
ivould be the only *Sd///a/i sung. — ‘This sentence does not contain an Injunc- 
tive word (which could be taken as enjoining the said distinct, act).’ — Our 
answer is that there is such a word, in ^sydt'. — ‘This word sydt (*annot 
I'njoin anything, for the simple reason that it is nccompnnird by the 
conditional yadi {if, which is incompatible with an Injunction); and words 
so accompanied by if are found to be expressive of conditions for the exist- 
ing state of things, a-nd never to bo injunctive ’.—Our answer to this is as 
follows The whole sentence containing the conditional ‘ yadi ’ (‘ if ’)— ‘ Yadi 
rathantarasdmd somah sydt' — contains the subordinate sentence ‘rathantara- 
sdmd sotnah sydt ’ and the meaning of this subordinate sentence must be 
different from that of the whole sentence with the conditional ‘ yadi ' ; so 
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that, while the sentence with the conditional * yadV may not be able to 
enjoin an act, the subordinate sentence could certainly enjoin it. Further, 
the mere mention of the presence of the Ralhantara-Sdnmn or the Brhat- 
Sdman as conditions for certain tilings, — even though actually found in the 
text, — could not serve any useful purpose ; from which it follows that the 
connection of the conditional * yadT (‘if’) is not meant to be significant; — 
and when no significance attaches to this conditional * yadi\ then the 
sentence practically contains only two terms, * rathantarasama-soniah sydt* 
there should he — Soma with the RntJmntarasd^na'), and as such it would be 
perfectly able to enjoin the sacrifice at which Rathantara is the sdman sung, the 
term * yadi' (‘if’) being superfluous (no significance attaching to it). 

“Or, (even retaining the word ‘if’), the word *rocheta^ (‘one so 
wishes’) maybe supplied after *yadi^ (‘if’)* For instance, wo hav'e such 
expressions as ‘ one should eat Sdstika grain with milk ; — if he eats Shdii, he 
should mix curd with it’, where the latter sentence, though containing ‘if’, 
is taken as enjoining the eating of Shdli; iii the same manner in the case in 
question, the act would be taken as enjoined by tlie sentence ‘ yadi rathan* 
tarasdmd somah sydt aindravdyavdgrdn grahdn grhniydt' (even though it 
contains the conditional ‘ yadi'). — ‘In what way does the expression (pioted 
enjoin the eating of Shdli' ? — Wo get at the injunction by transposing the 
phrases and construing the sentence as ‘if one desires to mix curd with his 
food, he should eat Shdli\ — ‘[You construe the sentence as Yadi dadhyupa- 
sihchanamichchhet]. Hut in the sentence you hav'o quoted (‘ Yadi shdlht 
hhuiijlia tat dadhyirpaslnchet), the conditional /wVhending appears with the 
root slhclui (to mix), not with the root ichchlm (as you put it in your 
explanation)’. — The fact of the matter is that, appearing along with the 
root siiicha, the -ending indicates the sense of desire; so that w(' take 
that ending in the sense of having a desire, — Thus then, in the case in 
question also, the sentence * Yadi rathantarasdmd somah sydt aindrnvdyard- 
grdn grahdn grhniydt' is to be construed as ‘ if one desires to make the First- 
offering of the Indra- Vdyu Cups, he should perform the sacrifiei* where 
Rathantara is the only Sdman sung’. — ‘If the sentence is construed llius, 
then what is got at is mere desire, not the injunction of a particular Rirst- 
ojfering' .—Just as in the ordinary expression quoted above, whtai we con- 
strue it to mean ‘ if one desires to mix curd with his food, ho should eat 
Shdli', the mention of the mixing of curd as construed witli the ‘eating of 
Shdli' provides the injunction that ‘one should eat Shall mixed with curd 
— so in the case in question also, the mention of the particular First-offering 
(Aindramyava for instance) when construed along with the perfonnaiice of 
the act where Ratfuintara is sung, provides the injunction of the sacrifice 
where Rathantara is sung as qualified by that particular First-offering. 

“ Or again, the injunctive affix Lin may be taken as laying down a 
cause and effect; the meaning being that ‘the Rathantara-samd Soma (the 
sacrifice at which Rathantara is sung) should be made the cause of the First - 
offering being made of the Indra-Vdyu Cup’. 

“Thus the conclusion is that, as the connection mentioned is with the 
entire sacrifice, the accessory should fnake It a distinct act; it is only thus that 
the said connection with the entire sacrifice would serve a useful purpose. 
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“ Further, in ©very case, what goes before is the cause, and what comes 
later is the effect ; — why so ? — because the effect can come into existence 
only wlien the cause is already there, not when the cause is not there ; — ^and 
what is yet to come is not in existence ; — in the case in question, the Rathan- 
tarasdmu (the act at which RalJidntara is the only adman sung) is yet to come ; 
how then could it be the cause (or condition) of the particular First-offering 
[as would bo the meaning of the sentence if taken in any way other than 
the one just suggested by us] ? 

“ Lastly, there is no doubt regarding the Jagatadmd [which is mentioned 
in the last of the three sentences quoted as (6)] being a distinct act by 
itself (apart from the Jyotistoma) ; and from the analogy of this, the other 
two acts mentioned in the other two sentences {Rathdntaraadmd and Brhat- 
admd) should also be taken as distinct acts. 

“ From all this it follows that the sentences in question should not be 
taken as laying down accessories for the Jyotiatoina,'^ 

8UTRA (2). 

[8iddhanta] — But the same sacrifice having diverse charac- 
teristics, EACH OF THESE COULD BE SPOKEN OF FOR A 
DEFINITE PURPOSE, — THE SACRIFICE ITSELF BEING ONE 
ONLY, THE SECOND SENTENCE BEING SUBORDINATE 
(to THE first). 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ tu \ * but *, serves to reject the view just set forth. What 
has been said — that a distinct sacrifice is mentioned in the sentence in 
question — is not right. — “ What then is the right view ? ’’ — The right view is 
that the particular First-offering appertains to the J yotistonva itself ; — why ? 
— Because of the force of the Context, — But we have already pointed out 
that “on the strength of Syntactical Connection, the First-offering should he 
taken as appertaining to the distinct sacrifices, called Rathantara-admd and 
BrJuitsCinvl [and Syntactical Connection is stronger than Context^' — This 
argument has been already refuted — by the assertion that it is the Jyotis- 
ioma itself which is called ‘ RaUmntarasdind * and ‘ Brhafsdmd \ — “ But this 
view has been refuted, in its turn, by the fact that several Sdmans are sung 
at the Jyotiatonuz, which therefore could not be characterised as having the 
Rathantarasdnui or as having the Brhatadma.^^ — Our answer to this is that 
the said characterisation should be possible, on the ground that the Rathan- 
tara and the Brhat are two Sdtnans between whom there is option at the 
Jyotistoma itself; so that of the Jyotialoma there can be one performance 
where the Raihantara is not sung at all, and there may be also a performance 
whore the Raihantara ia sung ; and in this latter case, the Rathantara, being 
peculiar to the performance, could serve to characterise the Jyotistoma. 
Thus then it is the Jyotiatotna itself which is called ‘ Rathantarasdmd ’ and 
‘ Brhatsdnui \ 

The Furvapaksin has argued that “ the cause should come first, then 
the effect.” — But there is no such hard and fast rule ; as a matter of fact, 

18 
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something yet to come also serves as a cause ; for instance, the rain that in 
expected to come becomes the cause (instigation) of such acts as tilling the 
fields and building of houses. Further, what has been said may be true of 
visible causes and effects; what however we eure considering is a cause 
mentioned in a verbal text; and what is so mentioned has to be taken 
just as it is mentioned. — ^Then again the Lin-afhx in the word * sydt ’ also 
can refer to all the three points of time, past, present and future. So that 
what is yet to came may also serve as a cause. 

Another curgument put forward by the Purvapakain is that “ the Jagat- 
sdmd being accepted by all parties to be a distinct act, the Pathnntarasdnm 
also, being similar to it, should be regarded as a distinct act.” — But the 
Jagatsdmd is accepted to be a distinct act, because it cannot be regarded as 
anything else ; while in the case of the Rathantaraadmd and the Brlvatsdimi^ 
they are found capable of being taken as names of the Jyotiatoma itself ; and 
hence these cannot be regarded as distinct acts (other than the Jyotistoma). 



Adhikaraija (2): The Avlsti is a distinct sacrifice. 
SUTRA (3). 

In regakd to the AvEstt, what is asserted is the injunction 

OF THE SACRIFICE ITSELF; BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION OF THE 
(previously ENJOINED RAJASOYA) SACRIFICE (WITH THE 
KfJATTRIYA ONLY). 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Rdjasuya sacrifice enjoined in tlie text — ‘ Raja rdjasuyma 
smrdjyakdmo yajeta ’ [‘ The Raja desiring scilf- sovereignty should perform 
the Rdjaauyn sacrifice’] ; in the same context is mentioned the sacrifice 
named ‘ ^ vesfi ’ in the text, * Agneyo*8tdkapdlo hiranyam ddksiTw" [‘The 
cake flodieatod to Agni is to bo baked on eight pans ; (iold is the sacrificial fee *] 
and so forth; — in reference to this latter, we meet with the further injunc- 
tion — * Yatli brdhmano yajeta hdrhaspatyajn. madhyt nidfuiya dhuflmdhutim 
hutivVhhlghd-rayU; yadi rdjanya aindram; yadi vaishyo vaishmdevam’' 
[‘If tlie Brahmana is sacrificing, the Cooked Rice for Brhaspati is to be 
placed in the middle, clarified butter poured over it after every oblation ; if 
the Ksattriya, the cake for Indra ; if the Vaishya, the Cooked Rice for the 
Vishvedevas ’J. 

In regard to those latter texts there arises the (piestion — Do they 
speak of the /Jrahmana, the Kmltriya and the Vaishya with a view to laying 
down the conditions under which the details mentioned in the sentence 
[Bdrhaspalya, Amdra and Vaishi^adeva) are to be adopted at the Rujasiiya^ 
to the performance of whicfi the Brahmana, the Ksattriya imd the Vaishya 
are all entitled ? Or is the Av^ti a distinct sacrifice proscribed for the 
Brahmana^ the Ksattriya and the Vaishya ? 

On what grounds could the text bo taken as laying down the said 
conditions ? And on what grounds could it bo ttiken as laying down a distinct 
sji(?ritice ? 

If the term *rdjd" (as occurring in tho first injunction of the Rdjasuya) 
could bo made, somehow or other, applicable to the Brdhvmim and the 
Vaishya, then the sentences in question would be taken as laying down the 
conditions ; — if, on tho other hand, the term ‘ raja ’ applies to the Ksattriya 
only, then tho sentences in question would be taken as injunctive of distinct 
sacrifices (for the Brahmana and the rest). 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — 

“ The sentences lay down conditions under which tho details mentioned 
are to be adopted ; and for this purpose we put forward the following expla- 
nation:— The term *raja' is to be taken in its etymological sense; i.e. 
‘one whose function is rajya, kingship or ruling' is the Raja (Ruler).— 
‘ What is the function of the Ruler ? ’—The people of Arydvarta (North 
the word ‘ rdjd ’ in the sense of one who protects the counlry and 
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the city {and relieves them of all criminals — adds tho Tantravdrtika — 
Trans., p. 818); — tho loarned also explain the term ^rdjya\ ‘kingship’ as 
the functions of the king ; — hence we think that one who performs the functions 
of the king is the Edjd, King. — For instance, if people did not know any man 
of the name of ‘ Udumegha and yet knew his son by the name ‘ AiAdameghi * 
( which etymologic 0 illy is equivalent to * the son of Udamegha^)^ — then they 
would be in a position to assume that ‘the father of Audameghi is Uda- 
megha ’ ; — in the same manner, if people do not know the meaning of the 
term ‘ rdjan^ — ^and yet they know that rdjya is tho name of the functions of 
tihe Rdjd, — they assume that ‘the person connoctod with (performing) lidjya 
(kingly functions) is ltdjd\ 

“ Objection. — ‘ But the peojjle of tho Andhra country apply the term 
‘ rdjd ’ to every Kmttriya, even if he does not perform the functions of pro^ 
tecting the country arid the city.^ 

^'Answer . — ^\Ve do not say that people do not use tho term in that 
souse ; what we mean is that the connotation of the term ‘ rdjan ’ being 
based upon certain definite fimctions (viz. the functions of rdjya, kingship), 
the term may also bo used on the basis of those functions; and in fact, 
people actually apply the term * rdjan ^ even to a non- Ksaltriya who 
performs the said functions (of the king). — Thus then, such use of the term 
(in the sense of any one, Ksattriya or non- Ksaltriya, who performs the func- 
tions of the king) being possible [and hence the Bralunana, the Ksattriya 
and the Vaishya being all equally entitled to the performance of tho Kaja- 
suya sacrifice] — the sentence in question should be biken as laying down 
certain details in connection with the siune Rdjasuya sacrifice itself, — as is 
indicated by tho Context and also by the presence of the term * yadi’* (‘if*, 
with which tho sentoneo starts, which indicates the fact that what follows 
is an adjunct to the sentence that lias gone before); — and it should not bo 
taken as laying down a totally different act for tho Brdhmana and the 
Vaishya. 

•‘Or (we may put tho case as follows); — -That usage which is limited to 
a few people, and is not current among all persons, should be rojectod as 
unreliable (wrong) if it is in conflict with such usage as is current among all 
men; in fact people accept only such usage as is current among all men. — 
Then again, sucJi ordinary usages as are not rejected by anyone are always 
more reliable than those tliat are rejected ; for instance, tho usage current 
among tho people of ArydvarUi who are learned in the matter of words and 
their meanings, who make use of words and also perform actions, — is always 
better than that of the Mlechchhas and that of persons residing in tho lands of 
the low people (atUya-janapada). — [And the use of tho term ^ rdjan' in the 
sense of King in general, anyone who perforins the king’s functions, is current 
among all men; while it is the Andhras alone who restrict it to persons 
belonging to the Ksattriya caste, irrespective of the fact of the man performing 
or not performing the functions of the king.] 

“:From all this we conclude (a) that the term ^ rdjan' is to be taken in 
its etymological sense (of anyone who performs the functions of the king), 
— (6) that the mention in the second sentence of the Brahmana and the 
others is for the purpose of laying down the conditions (under which certain 
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details have to be employed), — (c) that the second sentence lays down these 
details in connection with the same Rdjasuya sacrifice (which has been 
enjoined in the sentence * Rdjd rdjasuyena si^drdjyakdmo, etc,*) — and {d) that 
the sentence does not lay down a distinct sacrifice. ” 

In answer to the above Pilrvapakm, we have the following Siddhdntu — 
In regard to the Avestl what is asserted^ — in reference to the Brdhmami and 
the rest — ts the Injunction of the ^crijice^ — i.e. it serves to enjoin the 
Avesti- sacrifice for the Brahmana, etc. ; — why ? — because the Brdhmana and 
the Vaishya have not boon mentioned in the Context at all. — “ How do you 
say that these have not been mentioned ? ” - -Because the Rdjasuya sacrifice 
(which is the sacrifice enjoined in the Context) has been enjoined for the 
Ksattriya only, by the sentience ‘ Raja rdjasuyena yajeta ’. 

“ But it has been pointed out that the term ‘ rdjd ’ (used in this injunc- 
tion) is to be taken in its etymological sense (so as to include men of all the 
three castes who perform the functions of the king)** 

I'his is not right; as the word *rdjd* really denotes the particular caste 
( Ksattriya), 

“ It has Ijoen explained above that it is not right to take the sentence 
(beginning with ^ yadi*) as laying down a distinct sacrifice, — because ia) the 
term * rdjan* denotes both (the Ksattriya as well as the non- Ksattriya, per- 
forming the functions of the king), — (6) because the sentence opens with the 
term ‘ yadi* (‘ if’), — and (c) because of the indications of the Co)He.vt»*' 

Our answer to this is as follows: — We do not accept the statement that 
the term ‘ rdjan * d<motes both ; — why ? — If the term ‘ rdjan * signifies 
the caste (Ksattriya), then the term *rdjya* would stand for the function 
of protecting the country, this being the function of the Ksattriya caste ; so 
that there would be no incompatibility with the usage of the people of the 
Arydrarta (under which usage the Rdjd is one who performs the function of 
protecting the people). If, on the other hand, — the term ‘ rdjya * were 
eternally connected with (i.e. if its connotation always consisted in) the 
functio?! of protecting, then 07ie who performs that function would be spoken 
of by the tcu'm * rdjan*, and this term, in this sense, would appl>’ to the 
Ksattriya-caste ; — and this would be quite compatible with the usage of the 
Andhras. Thus on the strength of usage, it has to be admitted that both 
the terms — ^ rdjan* and * rdjya*— ncod not bo eternally connected with the 
connotations respectively of * the Ksattriya caste * and ‘ the kingly function ’ 
[i.e. only one of the two terms need bo taken as so eternally connected, with 
its connotation, and the other term will have its (connotation determined by 
that connotation]. 

[The two words *rajd and * rdjya* could not have their connotations wholly in- 
dependent of one another ; the fact is that when one of them has its connotation 
fixed by conventiem, that of the other follows from it. That is to say, when 
the word* rdjd* has been known, by convention, as signifying the Ksattriya casto, 
then the connotation of the term * rdjya *, — explained as * the function of the 
Raja*— comes to he based upon that of the term ^rdja*; and so long as this is 
possible, it is not right to assume an independent connotative potency for this 
latter word ; as oven without such an independent connotative potency, there 
would be nothing incompatible with the usage of the people of Arydvarta, who 
apply the term * rdjya* to the ‘kingly function of protecting the people’. If, 
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conversely, it bo held that the term * rajya * itself has its connotation of the * func- 
tion of protecting the people’ fixed by convention, before that of the term ‘ raja ’ is 
known,— then too, the term * raja ’ .would, as based on the term ‘ rajya ’, come to be 
applied to the performer of that function, and it would not bo necessary to assume 
an independent connotative potency in the word * raja^ ; and as such there would 
be nothing incongruous in the usage of the Dravidas (wrongly attributed by the 
Bhaeya, to the Andhraa) who apply the word * rdjd' to any and every Kmitriya 
who is capable of performing the function of protecting the people. — Tantravartika 
-Trans., pp. 824-835.1 

“ Ht)w then ia it to bo decided (which is the word that has an in- 
dependent eternal connotative potency) ? ” 

The decisive fact is that the term * rajya ’ denotc^s th(5 function of 
protect iny, which function belongs to the person helonqiny to the caste 
‘ Bajan ’ (Ksattriya). — Writers on grammar have laid down the alVix ‘ syan ' 
(which we find in the term * rfijya'') os denoting ‘ the function of the person 
spoken of, i.e. the ‘ Baja ’ [hoc. Panini, 5. 1. 124] ; — and they do not counte- 
nance the expounding of the term ‘ rcijd ’ as ‘ the performer of the functions 
of rdjya * [‘ rajyasya kartd raja ’], which would involve either the deletion of 
the syllable ‘ ya"' (present in the term ‘ rajya^)^ or the transformation of the 
basic noun (‘ rajya itself (into the form ‘ raja'). 

** As a matter of fact, any one who jmrforms the function of protecting the 
country is spoken of by the people by the name Bdjd |and not only one 
belonging to the Ksattriya caste.] ” 

Our answer to this is as follows; — ^Tt is on the basis of the etymology of 
the word that people apply the name so ; — the term * rdjya ’ is well known 
as signify ing the fmiction of protecting ; and as wo have explained above, 
this signification of the function of protecting by the term ‘ rdjya ’ is based 
upon its being derived from the term * rdjan ' (the terra being etymologically 
explained as * rdjnah karnm rdjyain') ; so that it is the term ' rdjan' (and its 
connotation) which is the basis of the above-mentioned recognised significa- 
tion (of the term ‘ rdjya'); so that the use of the term * rdjya ' is dependent 
upon its derivation from the terra * rdjan* (and its connotation of the 
function of protecting the country) ; and as for the application of the name 
‘ rdjd ' to the Brahmana and other non-Ksattriyasy this is a f^gurafiv(^ use of 
the term based upon the presence, in these non-Ksattriyas, of ^ rdjya* (i.e, 
the function of protecting the pcoy^/e), which rests prhnurily with the 
Ksattriya caste alone. That this usage should be regarded as only secondary 
or figurative is shown by the fact that grammarians do not countenance the 
explanation of the term ‘ rdjd ' as one who performs the functions of 
kingship. — [The word ‘ rdjya ' is explained by its connection with the Bdjd^ 
and then the presence of this rdjya (kingly functions) in the Brahmana, etc. 
makes the terra ‘ rdjd ' indirectly applicable to thest? latter castes also ; but 
it is so applicable only indirectly, figuratively ; and a (igurativt^ use of the 
word cannot affect the Siddhdnta that the term ‘ rdjd ' stands for the 
Ksattriya caste. It must be admitted therefore that the term * rdjd ' is 
applied to the Brahmana and other non-Ksattriyas only in consideration of 
the fact of these latter being the proxy of the Ksattriya in the performance 
of the latter’s legitimate function of protecting the people. — Tantravartika — 
Trans., p. 826.] 
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It has been argued above that “ through inference we got at the notion 
that the Haja is so called because he is the performer of the kingJy functions 
(rdjya)^ just as wo get at the notion that Udameglta is the father of Atul4t- 

Our answer to this is as follows: — Actual usage is more authoritative 
than inference ; that ‘ the Raja is the performer of Rdjya * we get at 
through inference, but in actual usage we find people using the word ‘ raja ’ 
in the sense of the Ksattriya caste. — Then again, the etymology also of the 
term ‘ raja ’ as ‘ rOjyasya karia * (performer of kingly functions) can be got 
at through inference, while the etymology of the term ‘ rdjya ’ as * rdjnah 
karrmt ’ (king’s function) is actually laid down in the grammatical scriptures. 
People who would base the etymology upon inference would, on the strength 
of that inference, have to infer the grammatical scriptims (countenancing that 
(dym(jlogy), while those who depend directly upon the scripture actually see 
the grammatical rule itself. Thus under the circumstances, the direct 
scripture would bo distinctly more authoritative. 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, people apply the name ‘ rdjan ’ to an\' 
one who performs rdjya (functions of the king) ; they do not apply the term 
^ rdjya ^ to tht‘ function performed by the rdjd (king); — from which it 
follows tliat the use of the term ‘ rdjan ’ is dependent upon the connection 
of rdjya (kingly functions), and that the use of the term ‘ rdjya ’ is not 
dependent upon the connection of Rdjdy 

We do not say that we regard the connection of the Rdjd as the basis 
of the use of the term ‘ rdjya ’ ; what wc hold is that the use of the term 
* rdjya ’ is based upon tho grammatical scriptures ; and scri{)ture is alway s 
more authoritative than usage, as usage could onl\' be made a ground for 
the inference of a scripture [and a directly perceived scripture is more 
authoritative than an inferred onej. 

Then again, the premise that ‘ the use of the term rdjd is dependent 
upon the connection of Rdjya (kingly functions) ’ is not true ; as it has 
b€?en assorted above that, the Andhras apply the name ‘ rdjd ’ oven to a 
person who is not performing the function of protecting the country'. 

The premise that “ the use of the term is dependent upon the connec- 
tion of the RdjdA^ is also not true; as every function of the king — such as 
locomotion or winking, for instance — is not called Rdjya 

We would be open to this taunt if we said that the use of the term is 
dependent ui)on usage; — but what wo say is that the basis for tho use of 
the term lies in the grammatical scripture; so that we regard all those 
functions to be ‘ rdjya ’ which belong to a person of the Ksattriya (rdjan) 
caste, — i.e. every act that is marked out as pertaining specifically to the 
Ksattriya caste. 

As for the argument that — “ the Arnihras also do regard a person as 
‘ rdjd ’ on tho basis of his connection with rdjya [i.e. the\' also do not deny 
some sort of connection between the name ‘ rdjd ’ and the performing of the 
rdjyay\ — this has already been refuted by the argument that usage is 
weaker than (grammatical) scripture. 

Lastly, as regards the argument that in the matter of usage, tho usage 
of the inhabitants of Arydvarta is more reliable than that of others, — our 



280 


SHABAKA-BHASYA : 


answer is that in the matter of the usage of words, all usage is equally 
authoritative, — as has been already explained (under the Smrtlpdda, 1. 3. 9 
and 1. 3. 10). 

From all this it follows that the use of the term ‘ rdjdn ’ is based upon 
the caste (Ksattriya) ; — and hence, on account of the connection of the pre- 
viously enjoined sacrifice of the lldjasuya with the Ksattriya only^ the sentence 
that speaks of the Avesti must be an injunction of an independent sacrifice 
(for non-Ksattriyas), 



Adhikaraija (3): The ^ Adhana\ Fire-laying, is enjoined 
as an independent act. 

SUTRA (4). 

The Fire-eayin(} (should be taken to be enjoined as an 

INDEPENDENT ACT); BECAUSE IT DOES NOT FORM AN IN- 
TKCRAL PART OF ALL (SACKIFK^ES). 

Bhflsfja. 

Wo fiave tho text — ^Vasante hrahm<ind*{fninddwlhiUi, tjrisme rCtjantjuk, 
sharadi vaishyah' [‘'J'he Brdhmana should lay the Fires during spring, tho 
during SI mnner, tho Vaishya during autumn ’ |. (Taitti. Bra. I. 1. 

2. 6-7.) 

In regard to this there arises the question — Does the mention of the 
Brahmayyi and other castes serve the purpose of laying down the (?onditions 
(for the selection of a particular season, as the time for the act of Fire- 
layiny which itself has already been enjoined elsewhere)- the meaning being 
that ‘ if the Brahnvana does the Fire-layhuf, ho should do it during the spring, 
— if fke Kmttriya does it, he should do it in tho summer,— the. Vaishya 
does if, he should do it in tlie autumn*?— Or does the sentence actualh* en- 
join tho act of Fire-luying itself for the Brahmana and others ? 

Question On what grounds could tho sentence be taken as laying down 
conditions ? and on what grounds could it be taken as an injunction of 
Fire-laying ? 

Answer ; — If the two words ‘ brdlrnumali ’ and ‘ wisante * are construed as 
syntactically connected, then the mention of the Brdhmarui must be taken 
as laying down a condition. If, on the other hand, the word ‘ brdhmanah ’ 
is construed as correlated with ^ ddadhl1a\ then tho sentence must be an 
injunction of Fire-laying for the Brahmana. So also in regard to the 

Kmttriya and tho Vaishya, 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : 

‘‘The sentence in question serves the purpose of laying down conditions 
(for the choice of the seasons) why ?— because the words of the text are 
similar to conditional phrases.— ‘In what way are the words similar to 
conditional phrases [when wo have no such conditional terms as if and the 

like] 9 ’ The various castes, Brdfmiana and tho rest, have been mentioned 

along with the various seasons, spring and the rest ; and it is this fact (of the 
caste and tho season being related as the condition and tho conditioned), 
which, not otherwise known, is made known by tho sentence in question. 
[That is to say, tho injunctive potency of the sentence having been used up 
in laying down the relationship between the caste and the season, it could not 
serve to enjoin the act of Fire-laying itself; so that they could be taken only 
as laying down the conditions that would be indicated by the aforesaid 
relationship between the caste and the season. Tantravdrtika Trans., 
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p. 834] . — ‘But the Brahmana and the rest are mentioned along with the 
verb to lay also (adadhlta) [so that the sentence could be taken as enjoining 
the act of Fire-laying qualified by the spring, for the Brahmana, and so forth. 
— Tnniravdrtika — Trans., p. 824].’ — True; they are so mentioned together; 
l)ut the relationship of the Brahmana and other castes with the act of 
Fire-laying is not unknoumi [i.e. the fact that F* ire-laying should be done by 
the Brahmana and others being already known from other sources, it 
could not form the object of an injunction conttiined in the sentence 
under consideration]. — ‘ Krom what source is it already known as enjoined ? ’ 
— It is known from the Vedic texts speaking of certain desirable results. — 
‘ What are those Vedic texts speaking of certain desirable results ? ’ — They are, 
* Agnihotrant juhuydt svargnk(imah\ ‘ DarshapurnamdsCihliydni svargakdmo 
yajeta' and so forth. — ‘ In what way is the act of Fire-laying got at as 
enjoined by these texts ? ’ — By implication ; that is to say, what the texts 
mean is that ‘one should act in such a manner as to accomplish the 
Agnihofrn\ ‘one should act in such a manner as to accomplish the 
DnrshapnrnnmdsaA •, — now as a matter of fact, none of these acts can i)e 
accomplished without the fires — Odrhapatya, Almvanlya, Anvdhdrya-pachana 
and the rest ; there are declarations also to this effect; such as- ‘ When one 
offers a libation into the Ahavaniya Fire, his desired object becomes 
accomplished ’ (Tai, Bra. 1. 1. 10. 5-6) ; -thus by implication it becomes 
known that the Ahncanlya and other Fires should be brought about, — 
and these Fires cannot be brought about except by the act of Fire-laying ; — 
hence it follows that this act of Fire-laying also should bo performed. — ‘ By 
whom is this a,(*t to be done?’ — By the person who entertains the desires 
spoken of in the texts ; and these texts are applicable in common to all the 
castes, Brahmana and the rest. It is thus that tla^ connection of all these 
castes wuth the act of Fire-laying isalrcatly known (as enjoined). — Further, 
if tht* Brahmana and other castes were construed as related to both ((he act 
of Fire-laying and the spring and other seasons), — then there would bo 
syntactical split ; as in that case the object enjoined (and predicated) would 
not be <me only. ---From all this we conclude that the texts in (lucstion lay 
down the conditions (for the choice of the seasons). ” 

In answer to this Punxipaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta: — The 
Fire-laying should- he taken to he enjoined as an independent action, herause it 
does not form an integral part of all sacrifices (Su.); i.e. the sentences in 
question should be regarded as injunctive of Fire-laying ; — why ?- because 
from among the several means of knowledge available — in the shape of 
Direct Assertion, Indication, Syntactical Connection, Context, Position and 
Name, — there is not one which indicates that the act of Fire-laying is an 
integral part of all sacrifices; what forms part of all sacrifices is the Fire, 
and the Fire-laying comes in only with thf* Fire. — “What if it is so ?” — If 
it is so, then it is the Fires — not the Fire- laying — that come in as enjoined 
by the Vedic texts speaking of desirable results. — “ But the Fire-laying is the 
means of getting the Fires.” — Our answer to this is that Fire-laying is not 
the onl>' means of getting the Fires; just as for the obtaining of other 
substances there are many such means as Purchase and the like, so there are 
for the obtaining of the Fires also ; and it is not necessary to obtain it by 
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producing (it in the manner laid down in connection with the Fire-laying 
rito). So that while in one case the Fire-laying would come in for the 
obtaining of Fire, in another case it would not come in (when Fire would be 
obtained by other means). In that case where the Fire-laying does not come 
in (for tile obtaining of Fire), the performance of the Fire-laying by the 
Hrahmami and others would come in (by virtue of the sentences in 
<|uestion); so that when the meaning of the sentence ‘ llrdhmano'gninudail- 
hita" is that ‘the lirdhmana should lay the Fires for his own purposes’, 
then alone, — not otherwise — do the AhavanVya and other Fires come to he 
laid for the purposes of the Agent himself; and under tlie circumstances, it 
would follow that the Agnihotra and other riles should not be performed 
with the help of any such Fire as is produced artificially or obtained hy 
begging X afid it is concluded that it is only the non-artificial (natural) Fin* 
that helps in the performance of the said rites. — “ But how is it known that 
the act of Fire-laying is for the purposes of the Agent himself ? ” — It is so 
understood from the* fact that the Almariepada ending in the verb 
^ddadhlfa" clearly indicates the fact of the result of the action (of Adhdna, 
I^'ire-lax ing) accruing to the Agent. If the sentence containing this word 
^ dtknlhlla' were not there, and we depended entirely upon the N’edic texts 
speaking of desirable results, the result of the act of Fire-laying would not 
necessarily accrue to the Agent who had performed this act : I in that case the 
injunction of the Fire-laying would hav'e to be inferred from the said Vedic 
texts, and as such an injunction would not necessarily contain the Afnuine- 
patla ending which could indicate the fa(;t of the result accruing to the 
Agent only]. 

Further, as a matter of fact, so long as we have Vedic texts in the shape 
of tin* sentences in (|uestion directly laying down the F ire-laying , those 
X’edic tf‘xts which only speak of certain desirable resiilts cannot justify the 
assumption of any otJier text laying down the same act; in fact any such 
assumed texts would only bo repetitions of the texts that directly lay down 
the Fire-laying. 

If there had been no such Vedic texts injunctive of Fire-laying^ then, in 
thal case,- if the V’^edic texts speaking of certain desirable results did not 
impJ\’ the injun(;tio»i of the Fire-laying, they would dc(!lare the Agnihotra 
and other rites to b<^ incapable of being pc*rformed (as these cannot be 
performed without the propciriy laid fires, and ex hypothesis there w’ould be 
no such (ires as there would be no Fire-laying) ; for this reason therefore it 
would be necessary for the X'edic texts speaking of desirable results to impl\' 
the injunction of the Fire-laying. When, however, we have X'edic texts 
(like those in question) directly laying down the Fire-laying, those V^edic texts 
that speak of desirable results, coming after the said texts (directly laying 
dow n F}re-laying)s would naturally bo taken as applying to those persons for 
whom the Fire-laying has been already laid down [specially when the texts 
speaking of desirable results following from sacrifices — such as ‘ Agnihotrain 
juhuydt smrgakdmah \ lay down such €U*ts as can be performed by those only 
who have done the Fireclay inxj in the proper mannerl. 

[With a view to setting aside all the arguments that the Siddhdntin has 
put forward in support of the contention that the sentences in question have 
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to be taken as injunctive of the act of Fire-laying, as apart from those sen- 
tences in question, there would be no Fire-laying, and without properly laid 
Fires, there would be no sacrificial acts performed, — the Purrapftksin puts 
forward the following arguments] — “ As a matter of fact we have a direct 
Injunction of the act of Fire-laying (apart from the sentences in question),- - 
in the shape of the text — ‘ Evam aapatnam hhrdtrvyam avarli sahnfe ya evam- 
vidmn agnimidhatte " ; and when the act of Fire-laying has been enjoined by 
this text, the sentences in question (‘ Vasante, etc.') speaking of the Brdhinana 
and others should be taken as laying down the conditions (for the choosing of 
particular seasons for that act). — It might be argued that ‘ the text just 
quoted contains only a reiteration (not the injunction) of the act of Fire-lay- 
ing, for the purpose of laying down the details of the performance — Ihit that 
cannot be so, we reply ; as this sentence is entirely distinct from the stMitence 
that lays down the details of performance; the meaning of the sentence 
^ agnlmddlhatte' (‘lays the Fires’) is quite different from the moaning of the 
sentence ^ Apa upasrjati', etc. (‘Heats water’, etc.) (which lays down the 
details of the performance of that Fire-laying). It is only when two sen- 
tences express a single idea (or serve a single purpose) that they are regarded 
as * one sentence’ ; in the case in question as the ideas they express (or the 
purposes they serve) are totally distinct, the sentences also must be takon 
as distinct.” 

Our reply to this argument is as follows: — When the text in cpicstion — 
‘ Vasante hrahnuino^gmtyldadhlUi' — is there (as injunctive of Flre-fayhig), any 
other text reiterating the same cannot bo taken as hijanvfrrc (of that act). 
As for the henting of water, this is actually enjoined (in the sentoner ‘ .-\pfi 
upasrjall'); so that this being the only thing enjoined, then' are not two 
purposes [served by the two sentences {a) * evam snpntnam .... ddhrttte ’ anrl 
(h) ‘ apa upasrjati '] . 

“ It is this scmtence — ‘ Ya evam, etc.' — which is really injunctive of the 
act of Fire-laying, and it is the sentence ‘ Vasante hrdhniano, etc.' w hich con- 
tains its nuteration for the purpose of laying down the details (in the* shap«» 
of the Season, etc.).” 

That cannot be, we reply. In fact the text containing the mention of 
the iirdhmana, etc. — i.e. the text ‘ Vasante brdhnumo, etc' — comes first, and 
the other, coming later, must be only a reiteration ; —why so ? — because the? 
former does the enjoining directly by the word ‘ ddadhlta,' where we find thf* 
injunctive ‘ Lin' aflix actually present; while- all that the other sentence says 
is that ‘ the act of Fire-la\'ing is praiseworthy (as destructive of t he ene my ) * ; — 
and this ‘ praiseworthiness ’ of the act of Fire-laying we readily admit. Thus 
what we assert is that the text injunctive of Fire-laying is the sentence 
‘ Vasante hrdhmano^gnlndfladhlla ' ; and this view of ours is not shaken by 
the declaration of praiseworthiness in the other sentence ; as it is (juite 
reasonable to assert that one sentence praises what has been enjoined by 
another. — -Our view would bo shaken only if it were held that th<' otht'r sen- 
tence — ‘ Ya evam, etc.' is injunctive of th(3 act of Fire-laying. — Why ? — 
Because in that case this sentence would contain an injunction of something 
not already known; and as a mere eulogistic declaration could not s[)eak of 
anything not already known, the implication of this would be that the 
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injunctive affix ‘ Zm ’ (in the word * ddadhltd^ as contained in the sentence 

* Vasante. bnlhmano, etc.') does not enjoin anything not already known; and 
this would be incompatible with the very nature of the word whose sole func- 
tion is the enjoining of something not already known ! On the other hand, 
if the act is enjoined by the injunctive affix ‘ lln there would be nothing 
incompatible in the other sentence praising that act ; because it is always 
possible for one sentence to praise what has been enjoined by another. — 
Lastly, when the injunctive does the enjoining, it is by Direct Assertion, 
while the praise is got at only through the sentence (Syntactical Connection) 
(‘ Ya eram, etc') [on the strength of which, this injunction of t'ire-laymg 
could only be inferred] ; and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
Syn tact teal Connection . 

Sa>'.s the Opponent — “ The othcT text ‘ HrdhmannUjnlmtdojdhlta ’ also is 
a sentence (just like the text ‘ Ya etxim, etc.') [so that in your case also, it is 
only through Syntactical Connection that the injunction contained in the word 

* ddadhlta' is connected with the rest of the sentence].’* 

Our answer to this is as follows — In the case of the sentence ‘ Vasante 
brdhmano, etc.’, when it en joins tho Fire-laying, it enjoins something directly 
expressed by the same word [i.e. the ddhdna. Fire-laying, is expressed 
by tho word * ddadhlta' which also does the enjoining], in relation to the 
Drdhtnatyi and others ; while the other sentence — *Ya evamridvdn .... sahate * 
— tho Praise is not expressed by tho same word as the act that it praises 
[tho act praised is expressed by tho word ‘ ddlMte while the Praise is 
expressed by the other words in the sentence]. 

Objection- According to your view, the single sentence would contain 
the injunction of several accessory details (the Fire-laying, the Brahmana 
performer, and spring as the time).” 

That does not touch our position ; it has already been explained that in 
the case of a sentenct' which is not primarily injunctive of accessory details, 
it is possible to have several details laid down, — under the Sutra. ‘The 
action as well as its accessories should be taken as enjoined, as they are not 
divorced in the injunctive word, — specially' when they have not been 
enjoined by another text.’ (1. 4. 9.) 

From all this it becomes established that the sentence mentioning the 
Hrdhmana, etc. is injunctive of the act of Fire-laying, and the other sentence 
only reiterates tho act of Fire- laying for the purpose of introducing the 
details of the performance of that act. 

It has been argued above that tho injunction of several accessories by a 
single sentence would involve a syntactical split. But there would be a 
syntactical split onl>' if the sentence were taken as enjoining (1) the 
Fire-laying as qualified by one accessory (the Brahmana performer) and (2) 
the Fire-laying as qualified by the other accessory (tho spring-time) ; as a 
matter of fact, the sentence (according to us) would enjoin the single act of 
Fire-laying as qualified by the two qualifications (Performing Agent and Time 
of Performance) ; so that there would bo no syntactical split. 

It becomes established by all this that the sentences in question are 
injunctive of the act of Fire-laying to be done by the Brahmana and other 
castes. 



Adhikaraija (4) : The ‘ Dakmymui ’ mid the rest are 
Accessories, not distinct Acts. 

SOTRA (5). 


[Purvafaksa] — “The texts relating to the ‘ Ay anas ’ should 
BE regarded as INJUNCTIONS OF DISTINCT ACTS; — (o) BECAUSE 
PARTICULAR NAMES ARE ATTACHED TO THEM.” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Darsha-purnamdaa^ wo lind the text — ‘ Dflksdya- 
vMyajnena yajeta prajdkdmah^ sdkamprasthdpyena yajeta pashtthhnah, 
sankramayajiienn yajetdnnddyahmvah^ [‘One desirous of offspring should 
perform the 7)aA?^«;?/ana-sacrifice ; one desirous of cattle should perform the 
*Saibampmst/wip2/a-sacrifico ; one desirous of food should perforin the Snfikra- 
/m-sacrifice ’ ] (See Taitti-Saih. 2. 5. 4. 3). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do these simtences speak of 
particular results following from the adoption of particular accessori(»s at the 
Darsha^purnamdm sacrifice ? Or are the acts mentioned distinct and 
independent sacrifices ? 

On this question we have the following Puroapnksa : — “They are dis- 
tinct sacrifices; — why ? — because jffiHicular names are attached to them. 
Though the Context and the use of the same root *ynji* {to sacrifice) 
indicate that it is the same sacrifice that has been previously t»njoincd, — yet, 
inasmuch as that sacrifice docs not bear the names mentioned in the sen- 
tences in question, it follows that those sentences lay down distinct, 
sacrifices.” 


SUTRA (6). 

[PuRVAPAKSA continued^ — “ (6) also because no accessouv is 
MENTIONED, THE SENTENCE MUST BE TAKEN AS THE 
INJUNCTION OF AN ACT.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ We do not find in the sentence the mention of any accessory which 
could be regarded as enjoined by it ; under the circumstances, if the sentence 
does not enjoin a distinct €R;t, it is useless. — Further, if an accessory had 
been mentioned in the sentence, then we could understand that there is 
some connection between the sacrifice and that Accessory ; and in that case 
the employment of this Accessory could be taken as enjoined by the sen- 
tence; — as a matter of fact, however, no Accessory is mentioned in the sen- 
tence, which mentions the sacrifice only; so that it is this sacrifice alone 
which could be taken as enjoined by the sentence.” 
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SOTRA (7). 

[PUrvapaksa concluded ] — “ (c) Also becausr the sentence rs 

COMPLETE WITH THE MENTION OF THE RESULT.’* 

Bhdsya, 

“For tho following reason also the sentence should be taken as en- 
joining a distinct act — How ? — Because the sentence is complete with the men- 
tion of the result — ‘ Prajahhno yajeta ’ (‘ Desiring offspring one should perform 
the sacrifice’); where the sacrifice is laid down as the means of obtaining 
offspring; and if it is so laid down, it must be a distinct act.” 

SUTRA (8). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the act spoken op in the sentence 

SHOULD BE A MODIFICATION (OF THE PREVIOUSLY-MENTIONED 

sacrifice) ; because of the context. 


The actions like the Ddksdyana and others mentioned in the sentence 
should be regarded as falling within the purview of the Darsha-purnamTisa 
itself ; as it is only this view that would bo in keeping with the Context, 

SOTRA (9). 

Also because we find texts indicative (of the same). 

Bhdsya. 

The above view is supported also by indicative texts, — such as — ^ Trim- 
shatam varsdni (kirsha-punmmdsdbhydm yajeta ; yadi ddksdyaruiydjl sydt atho 
api pnhclutdashaica varsdni ya jeta^ atra hi em fid sampadyate; dve hi paimm- 
mdsyan yajeta dve armlvdsye, atra hi eva khalu sd sainpad bhavafi," [‘One 
should perform the Darshapurnamdsa for thirty years ; if he is a performer 
of tho Ddksdynnn he should perform it for fifteen years only; even thus 
does it become accomplished ; as the Ddksdyana contains two Panrnamdsa 
and two Darsha sacrifices ; thus is accomplishment attained in fifteen .^*ears ’ J. 
— There would be some purpose in accomplishing the ‘ thirty * in the manner 
indicated, only if the Ddksdyana were the same as the Darshapurnamdsa ; then 
alone would there be some possibility of the said accomplishment. For this 
reason also the act spoken of in the sentence in question cannot be regarded 
as distinct. — [This completion of the thirty years' course of the Darsha purrui- 
mdsa by the performance of the Ddksdyaija for fifteen years distinctly in- 
dicates the non-difference of the Ddksdyana from the Darshajnlrnamdsa, 
Such completion could not be possible if the two were entirely different. 
The text cannot bo taken to mean that the course of the Darsltapurrmindsa it- 
self is reduced to one of fifteen years in the case of the performer being one 
who has performed the Ddksdyana sacrifice. Because the course of one 
sacrifice could not be reduced by the performance of a totally different 
sacrifice. Nor would there be any justification, in this case, for the explana- 
tion that the fact of two Darshas and two Paurryamdsas are performed in course 
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of tho Dnksdyana serves to reduce the course from thirty to fifteen years— 
Tantravdrtiha — Trans., p. 842.] 


SUTRA (10). 

The name attached to the act (‘ Daksayana ’) is due to the 

I’ECULIARITY OF THE ACCKSSOBY DETAIL. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Sutra 5) that “ the acts should be distinct, 
because imrticular names are attached to them'' \ — but the act spoken of by 
the name ‘ ddksdyana ' would bo treated as a distinct act only if the name 
could not, in any way, bo made to be applicable to tho Darshapurrmnidsa ; — 
as a matter of fact, however, the name is capable of being applied to this 
latter, on the basis of the presence, in that sacrifice, of ^dvrtti'. Repetition 
as an accessory detail ; tho term ‘ nyana ’ (in the name ‘ ddksdyana') connotes 
repetition, — and *ddksa' is that which pertains to Daksni — hence the terra 
* ddksdyami' denotes the repetition of that which pertains to Daksa. — “But 
who is ‘ Dakm' ?” — The man (sacrifieer or priest) who is quick and expert 
[so expert that he completes tho thirty -years’ course of tho Darsha-Purna - 
Ttidsa in fifteen years only ; — and as this is done by repeating the Darsha and 
the Purnnmdsa ; the term * ddksdyana' stands for the repeated perfortnance of 
the Darshapurnaindsa by the expert sacrifieer aiid priests ; and as such the 
name is applicable to the Darsiiapurnamdsa sacrifice itself.] 

Similarly with the name ‘ sdkamprasthdpya ’ ; it is based upon the 
presence of an accessory detail [in the shape of the ‘ sdkam-prasthdna \ i.e. the 
material whose *prasthlna', proceediny (to tho place of Homa), is done 
‘ sdkam', along with, the smaller vessels, without slicing off the sdnndyya] at 
the Darshapurnamdsa itself. 

Similarly in the case of the other names also. 

Thus then, in so far as tho names (^ddksdyana' and the rest) are 
capable of connoting tho presence of certain accessory details at the Darsha^ 
purnanuisa itself, why should the sacrifice, which is cognised as that same, 
be regarded as a different one ? Why too should it be repugnant to the 
Context if tho terms are taken as standing for the Darshapurnamdsa itself ? 

SOTRA (11). 

There is nothing peculiar in the completion (of the sentence 

WITH THE MENTION OF THE RESULT). 

Bhdsya, 

As regards the argument urged (in Su. 7) that “the .sentence is quite 
complete with the mention of the result, hence it enjoins a distinct sacrifice 
for one who is desirous of offspring and other results ”, — our answer is that 
it is not so ; as there is nothing peculiar in the completion of the sentence with 
the mention of the result; that is to say, on this point (of being complete 
with the mention of the result), the sentence under discussion does not 
differ from several other sentences which have been accepted, beyond doubt. 
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to be injunctive of results following from certain accessory details, — such 
sentences, for instance, as * If one is desirous of acquiring sense-efficiency, 
one should make the offering of curd’ (cf. Tai. Bra. 2. 1. 6. 6) — which have, 
on that account, been definitely recognised as mentioning results following 
from the accessories concerned ; — ^because in the sentence in question, also, 
what is spoken of is the result (offspring) following from the adoption of 
the accessory detail (in the shape of the Repetition denoted by the name 
‘ Ddksdyana ’ ). 

Objection — “Why cannot the sentence be construed to mean that ‘one 
should perform tho sacrifice for one desirous of offspring' [this sacrifice being 
quite distinct from the Darshapilrnamdsa] ? ” 

Ayistver — In that case, how could the Repeated Sacrifice (which is what 
is connoted by the name ^ ddksdyana^) he performed for the man desiring 
offspring ? What the name ‘ repeated sacrifice ’ indicates as to be per- 
formed is the repetition of the same sacrifice^ not a distinct sacrifice. 

From all this we conclude that what the sentence in question mentions 
is the result following from the adoption of a certain accessory, and it does 
not enjoin a distinct sacrifice. 

Similarly with the Sdkampraslhdpya sacrifice and the Sankrama sacrifice. 


19 



ADHiKABAisrA (6) : Sacrifices spoken of along with distinct 
Materials and Deities are distinct. 

StJTRA (12). 

rPffRVAPAKSA A) “It SHOUI.D BE BEOARDED AS A PREPARATORY 

Rite, not occurring in the context of any sacrifice : 

SPBCIAUIiY AS THERE IS NO CONNOTIN(? OF AN ACT.” 

Bhdsi/a, 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the texts — (a) 

* Vdyavi/am ahi^etatndlabheta hhutikdniah^ [‘One desiring prosperity should 
touch the white (goat) dedicated to F«?yw’] (Taitti. Sarii. 2. 1. 1. 1), (h) 

‘ Sauryam charum nirvapet brahmavarchaaakdmah [‘ One desiring Brahiiiic 
glory should offer the cooked rice dedicated to Sfirya’] (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 3. 2. 3) ; — ^and in connection with the Daraha-purnamdsa, we find the 
texts — (a) * Immdlabheta' [‘One should touch the cart-polo’], and (6) 

‘ Chaturo muatlr-nirvapati ’ [‘ He offers four handfuls *]. [Wherein also we 
find the two acts of Touching and Offering, but enjoined in connection with 
the Cart-pole and the Four Handfuls rospe(;tively.] 

In regard to (a) and (6) above, there arises the question (.^) — Does the 
mention of the dlambha (Touching) enjoin an accessory detail (viz. the shveta 
dedicated to Vdyu) in connection with the Touching that is done at the 
primary sacrifice, Daraha-purrmindsa itself (in connection with the 
cfirl-pole), — and the mention of the nirvdpa {Offering) enjoins an accessory 
detail (viz. dedication to Surya) in connection with the Offering done at the 
Darsha-purnamdsa itself (in connection with the Four Handfuls) ? Or is 
each of these two acts meant to be distinct and independent? — {H ) — In 
(jase, these declarations are independent of the Primary Sacrifice (and 
they lay down distinct acts) — are the two acts precisely and mere* I y those 
that are mentioned in the texts (i.e. mere Touching and mere Offering) ? 
Or are they meant to be accompanied by the act of sacrificing in botli cases ? 

On this question, wo ’have the following Purvapakm (.-1) — “The twf> 
texts are injunctive of accessory details in reference to the Touching and 
Offering done at the Primary Sacrifice of the TJaraha-purivaniasa ; — why ? — 
because they contain no word denoting the act of sacrifice ; — i.e. in the text s 
there is no word injunctive of any act. — ‘ But there are the words nlabheta 
(which denotes the act of touching) and nirvapet (which denotes the act of 
offering).^ — These words are not injunctive-, that word alone is injunctive 
which speaks of what is not already known; while what is expressed by 
these two words, — viz. that ‘ the Totwihirtg should be done ’ and ‘ the 
Offering should be done’ — is not anything that is not already known. 
For this reason, these words should be regcurded as only reiterative (of some- 
thing already enjoined elsewhere). — ‘ But why should they reiterate it ? ’ — 
The reiteration is done for the purpose (o) of enjoining the * shveta' in 
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reference to the Touching and (h) of enjoining the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ in reference 
to the Offering . — From this it follows that the Touching and the Offering 
mentioned in the texts are not distinct from those forming part of the 
primary {I)ur8ha~purruiiifui8ci)\ and that the texts only enjoin accessory 
details in connection with those acts as occurring in the Primary Sacrifice 
itself.*’ 

StJTRA (13). 

[PtTUVAPAKSA B] — “ The acts shoued be regarded (as distinct 
and) as consisting in just what is expressly mentioned 
in the text ; as every act is based upon the 

DIRECT VEDIC TEXT.’* 


[In reply to the above Purvapakaa {A ) wo have the arguments set forth 
here, which go to support the view that the acts are distinct and independent ; 
— so far what is set forth in the present Sutra 13 would bo in keeping with 
the Siddhdnta ; but it goes on to add that these acts are just those mention- 
ed in the texts — i.o. mere Touching and more Offering — without any 
connection with the act of sacrificing. As this is not in keeping with the 
SiddhTmta view, this Sutra is taken as embodying the secoml Purvapakaa (B).J 
“It is not correct to say that the texts in question only lay down 
accessory details in connection with the Touching and Offering done at the 
Primary Sacrifice ; — in fact, they enjoin a distinct Touching and a distinct 
Offering. — If the Touching and the Offering were enjoined (by the sentence 
in question), then these acts could not bo those that have been enjoined in 
(ionnection with the Primary Sac^rifie.e. — ^If they were not enjoincjd (by the 
second senten<!o), then, these acts would bo the same as those enjoined in 
connection with the Primary Sacrifice, and they would have to be taken as 
only indicated in the sentence in question, as the acts of Touching and 
Offering that have to be done; — and having indicated those acts, the 
Shvetn and the Cooked Rice would have to be taken as enjoined in reference 
to those acts so indicated ; — and they would be thus enjoined for the person 
‘ desiring prosperity ’ and the person ‘ desiring Brahmic glory ’ ; so that two 
factors — the accessory Shveta and the Prosperity as the result, or the accessory 
Cooked Rice and Hrahmic glory as the Result — would have to be taken as 
enjoined by the sentences in question; and this would involve a syntactical 
split. — Or, (there would bo another difficulty) — the only word in these 
sentences, which could bo injunctive would be taken up by the indicating ; so 
that, there being no injunctive word left, even a single factor could not bo 
enjoined. — ‘The same word may do the indicating (the act of Touching 
already enjoined) and also enjoining (of the Shveta)." — No such joint enjoin- 
ing and indicating is possible. — ‘ In the same term (akibheta) what is denoted 
by the verbal root would be a reiteration, or reference to, the Touching 
already known and what is denoted by the affix would be the injunction (of 
the accessory), — the meaning of the sentence being that the act of Touching 
already known should have the Shveta for its accessary (i.e. U should be done to 
the Shveta).'— Even so, the indication (or reference) would not (necessarily) 
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be that of the Touching enjoined in connection with the Primary Sacrifice ; 
as the act of Tomhing is known also as done in ordinary life (and not 
necessarily as that which is done at the Darsha-jmmarmm), If it were the 
connotation of the ‘ LiiV affix that wore reiterated (or referred to), then this 
reiteration could bo that of the accessory connected w'ith the Primary 
Sacrificro ; as this accessory is one that has to be brought up at the perform- 
ance, and not one that exists in the ordinary world. — Thus it is not possible 
for the sentences to be taken as mere reiteration of the Touching or 
Offering enjoined in connection with the Primary Sacrifice. — ^For these 
reasons we conclude that the acts should be performed as distinct, and just in 
that form in which they are expressly mentioned in the text — i.e. mere 
* Touching or mere * Offering * — as every act is based upon the direct Vedic 
text ; every religious act is only such as is mentioned in the Vedic text ; as 
has been made clear under Sutra 1. 1. 2. — ^Thus it follows that the sentences 
in question Jay down distinct acts of Touching and Offering (without any 
connection with any sacrifice).*' 


SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it is the act of ‘sacrifice’ that should 

BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED; AS THE CONNECTION OF THE 
MATERIAL, THE RESULT AND THE P ART AKER 
(is EXPRESSED IN THE SENTENCE), AND 
THESE ARE BELATED TO AN ACT. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been asserted by the Purvapaksin (B) that the two sentences in 
question are not injunctive of accessories for the acts (of Touching and 
Offering) enjoined in connection with the Primary “ SacTifico.” — This we 
accept. But the other assertion — that “ they enjoin mere touching, or mere 
Offering (independently of any act of sacrifice)" , — wo repudiate; because 
w’hat are enjoined are these acts accompanied by the act of ‘ sacrifice \ — 
Why ? — Because of the connection of the Material, the Result and the Par- 
taker ; — i.e. on account of the sentences expressing the connection between 
the Material and the Deity (Partaker of the Material offered) ; what is 
actually enjoined in the sentences is the connection between the Material 
and the Deity, for the person desiring prosperity and for the person desiring 
Brahmic glory. — How so ? — The sentence does not say simply that ‘ one 
shall touch the shveta ’ ; if this were all that was meant, then the connection 
expressed would be that between the Shveta and the Touching ; — ^but what 
is actually said is that ‘ one should touch the Vdyavya shveta ’ ; so that 
what is enjoined is the connection between the Shveta and Vdyavya ; just as 
in the sentence ‘ Weave the cloth ’ what is enjoined is the connection between 
the cloth and the weaving, and in the sentence * Weave a long piece of cloth 
what is enjoined is the length of the woven cloth — as is made clear by the 
presence of the word ‘ long ’ ; — in the same manner, in the case in question, 
because the sentences contain the words ‘ Vdyavya* and *Saurya* (which 
mean * dedicated to Vayu’ and ‘dedicated to Surya’), it follows that what 
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is enjoined by the sentences is the connection between the Material {Shveta 
or Cooked Rice) and the Deity ( Vdyu or Surya), If this were not so, then 
the implication would be that the presence of the names of the deities is a 
wrong reading of the texts. 

Objection — “ But even so, there would be syntactical split ; as the mean- 
ing of the sentence would be — ‘one should make the Hhmta vdyaryu (dedi- 
cated to Vdyu) — and he should touch it *.** 

Not so, we reply ; it would not be too groat a burden for the injunctive 
word * dl^hheta' (‘ should touch’) to signify the agent’s activity in regard to 
the conne(iting of the Material and the Deity, as qualified by the further 
idea that it should be touched; it is by Direct Assertion itself that the Agent's 
act/ city as Ihun fumlijied is declared, — it is only the connection bet ween the 
Material and the Deity that is expressed by Syntactical Connection ; — so that 
(in this interpretation) there is no need for two sentences (and Syntactical 
Connections) fso that there is no possibility of any syntactical splitl. — [To 
take an instance from ordinary usage]— In the (‘ase of the sentence ‘Yoke 
the red horse’, — when it is taken as enjoining an accessory, and two eccos- 
sories are tak(^n as enjoined, then there is need for two sentences ; — when 
however all that is said is ‘ Bring the Red’, there is injunction of two acces- 
sories even by the sentence itself taken as enjoining an accessory, as the 
ilualilied sentence (animal) is spoken of by J)irect Assertion itself; on 
this account this burden is not too great for the single sentence. — It is 
exactly the same in the case in question also. — The sentence in question, 
under this interpretation, would be ‘expressing a single idea’ (or ‘ serving a 
single purpose’), as what would be expressed by it is the connection or 
relationship as (qualified by several wwds; — furthermore, if the w ords of the 
sentence are separated from one another, they become ‘wanting' (incom- 
plete); so that both the conditions of ‘one sentence’ are fulfilled. 

VV’ithout a sacrijice, however, it is not possible for a material to be 
‘dixlicated’ to a Deity; so that this connection (of the sacrifice) also has to 
come ill. — From all this it follows that w'hat are enjoined are the two acts of 
Touching and Offering acconifxmied by the act of * sacrifice ’. 

SUTRA (15). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhdsya, 

The view above set forth is supported by indicative texts : In reference 
to the injunction ‘ Somuravdram charunnirvapet ’ (‘ one should offer 
cooked rice dedicated to Soma-Kvdra*,) (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 10. 1), wo have 
the sentence ‘ Parishrte ydjayet ’ (* The sacrifice should be performed after 
the rice has been properly cooked’) (Taitti. Saih. 2. 2. 10.2), where wo have 
the injunction of proper cooking ; and hero we find the act of ‘ Offering ’ 
mentioned in the first sentence ^ So^ndravdram, etc.’ referred to in the 
second sentence by means of the root ‘ ydji ’ (‘ to ssicrificc ’ ) as contained 
in the word ‘ ydjayet ’ ; and this would be justifiable only if, in the sentences 
in question the two acts were taken to be enjoined as accompanied by 
the act of ‘ sacrifice ’ [and on that analogy the ‘ offering * spoken of in 
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‘ Stymamdram etc., also were taken as accompanied by the act of * sacrifice ’]. 
— If, on the other hand, the sentences were taken as laying down an 
accessory in connection with the Primary Sacrifice (as in Purvapdkm A) — 
or as laying down just what is expressed by the words (as in Purvapdkm 
B) — then it could not bo possible to speak of (refer to) the act of * Offer- 
ing * by means of the word * y(ijayU\ From this we conclude that the 
acts enjoined by the sentences in question are as accompanied by the act 
of ‘ sacrifice \ 

[in the preceding Adhikarana wo oonsiderefl the question as to the sentence 
being an Injunction or a mere Reiteration of, or Reference to, a previously -enjoined 
act : — while in the present Adhikarana we have dealt with a case where the In- 
junctive character being admitted, the question discussed is as to the nature of 
the act enjoined. — Tantravartika.- Trans., p. 851.] 



AoHiKARAiirA (6) : The ‘ Tomhing ’ of the Calf is a 
Preparatory Act. 

SUTRA ( 16 ). 

In a doubtfcl case [the COBBECT CONOLITSION is DEBIVEI)] 
FROM THK PERCEPTION OF SIMILARITY. 

Rhdsya. 

[A preliminary objection is raisoci]— “ What is the illustrative text 
here ? Wo do not find it mentioned here in the Siitra, as wo did in the case 
of the 8utra ^ Avestau yajimsainyogat, etc.’ (2. 3. 3) [ where the text men- 
tioning the Av^ati is clearly indicated] ; nor does the Sutra declare what is 
meant to proved, as is done in Su. 2. 3. 6 [whore what is meant to be 
|)roved is clearly stated as that * the Ddkmyana is a distinct act ’] ; — all that 
the present Sutra does is to mention ‘ th^ perception of similarity in a doubtful 
case as a reason ; and we do not know for what (conclusion) this is a reason, 
'^rhe subject-matter of the context (of the Sutras) is ‘ action accompanied by 
a sacrifice ’ (spoken of in the Siddhanla’Sutra^ 2. 3. 14, of the foregoing Adhi^ 
karnna) ; but we do not find anything that could connect the present Sutra 
with that act ; — so that this Sutra appears to convoy no meaning, ^nd as 
such is useless.” 

Ansiver — It is necessary to explain what is the proposition meant to be 
established here -and what is the ‘doubt’ referred to in the Sutra. In fact, 
we know the Proposition and the Doubt from the words of the Vrttikdra : 
This revered Teacher has cited the text — ‘ VntsairuVahheta^ vatsanikdntd hi 
pashavnh ' [‘ One should touch the calf ; animals are very fond of their 
calves’] ; (see Taitti. Saih. 2. 1. 4. 8) and has propounded, in connection with 
this text, the Doubt — Does the root ‘ dlahh ’ (to touchy occurring in the word 
‘ alabheta ’ ) signify the act of Touching as accompanied by the act of sacri- 
fico * ? Or does it signify mere * l.’ouching ’ ? — The text cited here is most 
suitable, and so also is the question propounded. 

In connection with this questiop, the same Teacher has sot forth the 
Purvapaksa that “ the root does signify the Touching as accompanied by the 
act of ‘ sacrifice, ’ ” 

The present Sutra provides a counter-instance (exception) to what has 
gone before in the foregoing Adhikararyi, Though, in reality, there is not 
much useful purpose served b>' the propounding of the present Purvapaksa 
(and its refutation), yet as there are varying degrees of intelligence among 
men, there may be some people of dull intellect who might be led to draw 
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conclusions from premises based on mere analogy ; — such for instance, on the 
basis of the fact that a man stung by a mildly poisonous scorpion does not 
die, one might conclude that ‘ in no case of scorpion -bite should any care- 
ful medication be resorted to* [similarly, as in the foregoing Adhikarana, 
so in the present instance also, the word in question must be taken as signi- 
fying the Touching accompanied by the act of ‘sacrifice’], — and such con- 
clusions have to bo set aside (shown to be wrong). It is for the purpose of 
setting aside such a conclusion that the Teacher has propounded as the 
present Purvapaksa the view that some people might hold, that — “ in the 
foregoing Adhikarana it was found that the Touching spoken of in connection 
with an animate object was accompanied by the act of ‘ sacrifice,’ — and in 
the present case also wo find that the Touching is spoken of in c-onnection 
with an animate object, — hence this also should bo taken as accompanied by 
the act of ‘ sacrifice.’ -Or (the Purvapaksa may bo stated in the form that) 
“ in the iove^oiwgadhikarana we found the root ‘ to touch ’ signifying Tonchiyig 
accompanied by the act of ‘ sacrifice^'* — and it is that same which is rc'ferred 
to or reiterated in the text cited here, for the purpose of laying down the 
‘calf’ (as the animal to be touched^ in place of tlio shveta in conned ion with 
which we had the touching in the foregoing adhikarana). The advantage in 
stating the Purvajjaksa in this latter form is that no fresh result has to bo 
assumed [in connection with the present adhikararba, as the (*o?mection with 
the result mentioned in the foregoing adhikarana — viz: Prosperity — con- 
tinues to be maintained in the present adhikarana also.]” 

Ill answer to this Pilrmpaksa, we have the following Siddhunta : — Tn a 
doubtful case, — like the one just propounded, — what is enjoined is mere 
Touching as a preparatory act; — why so? — because of the perception of 
similarity. 1’hat is, there are other sanc;tifif*.atory or preparatorx’ acts 
described, along with which is mentioned the act in ciuestion also; — and 
definite conclusions are actually derived from similarity for instance, 

what is written down as if it were the ‘ foremost thing’ is actuall\' rec(>gnised 
as the ‘ foremost thing’. — ‘'The perception of similarity is a mere indicative', 
how can it establish any conclusion ? ” — Our answer is that this is just what 
has got to be explained in the present Adhikarami, — how a conclusion <^an 
be established on the ba.sis of Wve perception of similarity. — “ But how can 
the perception of similarity act as a valid reason (loatling to a conclu- 
sion) ?” — It can do so, when the conclusion concerned is a reasonable one. — 
“ What is th(? reasonableness of the conclusion in the present instance ? ” — 
The fact that makes the conclusion reasonable is that, in the text wo are 
dealing with, there is not (as there ttxis in the text dealt with under the 
foregoing Adhikarana) any expression speaking of the (jonnection of a deity ; 
which shows that the act spoken of cannot be of the nature of a sacrifice 
(in which the connection of a deity is essential); — and the fact that shows 
the reasonableness of the conclusion is that the act in question .serves a 
visible purpose, — the touching of the calf will make the cow yield more 
milk. — Thus the conclusion being one that is found to be reasonable, the 
‘ perception of similarity’ becomes indicative (confirmatory) of it. — Hence 
the conclusion is that the text speaks of mere Touchlwj and that as a 
preparatory act. 
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SUTRA (17). 

Also because of the possibility of connection with the 

COMMENDATORY DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya. 

In continuation of the sentence speaking of the act of ‘ touching ’ the 
calf, wo find the commendatory declaration that ‘ animals are very fond of 
their calves’ ; — the sense of the two sentences being that ‘Because animals 
are very fond of their calves, therefore the calf should be touched.’ — Now all 
this declaration would have some sense only if the Touchimj were' done for 
the purpose of making the cow yield more milk ; if the Touching were meant 
to be done for the purpose of killing (for being offered in sacrifice), then 
there (;ould bo no (ionnection with the commendatory declaration. [The fact 
of animals being fond of their calves could never be a reason for kill inf/ the 
calf]. — For this reason also it beciomes established that what is spoken of is 
mere Tonchiny, and that as a preparatory act. 



Adhikabaisia (7) : The Boiled Nlvdra Rice is for the 
purpose of being deposited. 

SUTRA (18). 

As CONNECTED WITH THE WORD DENOTING AN AcTION, THE 
THING SHOULD BE TAKEN AS BEING FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF THAT action; SPECIALLY AS SUCH IS THE 
SENSE OF THE DIRECT ASSERTION. 

Bhdsya. 

[Tho Adhikarann before the last has dealt with the two acts of Touching and 
Offering I — the foregoing Adhikarana has dealt with a counter-instance to that 
Adhikarana, in relation to tho act of 2'ouching; in tho present Adhikarana 
we have the counter-instance to it, in relation to tho act of Preparing. ^I'he present 
case cannot be covered by one just dealt with, as here we find some sort of a 
connection with a deity in the shape of Brliaspati, while there was no Deity 
concerned in tho foregoing Adhikarana.^ 

In connection with -sacrifice, there is the text ‘ Naivdrashcharu- 
rbkavati ’ [‘ tho cooked rice is of Nlvdra corn ’] ; and following upon this is 
the text — ‘ YaderuincharuinupadadhdtV He deposits this cooked rioc^’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question. — Is the cooked rice for the 
purpose of being used at the sacrifice, and is it only what is left over after 
the sacrifice that is to be deposited ? Or is the cooked rice got ready only 
for being deposited ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa : — 

“ The Cooked Rice is for being offered at the sacrifice the well-known 
use for cooked rice is that of being offered at sacrifices, not of being 
deposited. — It might be argued that ‘ though the well-known use of cooked 
rice is that of being offered at sacrifices, yet, — as the sentence contains no 
word signifying a deity, nor any word expressive of the act of sacrifice, it 
follows that the cooked ri<je spoken of in the text in question craiinot be for 
the purpose of being offered at a sacrifice’. — Our answer to this is that 
towards the end of the text quoted we find the sentence ‘ Hrhaspatervd et- 
adanruim yannlvdrdh ’ [‘ The Nivara-corn is the food of Brhaspati ’J ; this 
mention of the deity could be construed along with the sentence in 
question; so that tho two sentences together would convey the idea that 
‘ the Nivara of which Brhaspati is the Deity should bo deposited ’ ; and 
this would mean that the cooked Nivara-rice is meant for the purpose of 
being offered at tho sacrifice (to Brhaspati).^' 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

As connected with the word denoting an action f — i.e. the word *upa~ 
dadhdti\ ‘deposits’ — the thing should he taken as being for the purpose of 
that action, — i.e. for the purpose of being deposited. The connection of the 
‘ cooked rice ’ with the action of being ‘ deposited ’ is direct, perceptible ; 
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while its eonnection with the sentence speaking of the Deity {Rrliaspati) is 
indirect, c)nly inferable ; — since the assertion in tho form ‘ he deposits the 
crooked rice ’ is direct and actually present in the Veda, — while the 
assertion in tho form ‘ he depcjsits that of which Brhaspati is the Deity ’ is 
only inferable (from the connection between tho text ‘ ho deposits the 
cooked rice ’ and tho subsequent sentence ‘ Nivdra is the food of Brhas- 
pafi'). From this it follows that the whole of the cooked rice is to be 
‘ deposited ’ ; and out of it so ‘ deposited *, a small quantity could bo used 
at a sacrifice; but that would bo using the thing on an occasion (and for a 
purpose) other than the one that is directly laid down in tho Vedic text. 

As for the sentence ‘ the Nlvdm corn belongs to Brhaspati \ it is purely 
(commendatory. 

It has been argued above that the fact of Cooked Rice being meant for 
sacrifices is well-known. — But such generally recognised notions are alway s 
set aside by direcjt assertions of the Veda. 

Thus it becomes established that the Cooked Rice is for the purpose of 
being ‘ deposited 



ADHiKABAijrA (8) : The ‘ Tvastra-Patnivata ‘ has the 
‘ Paryagnikaraiia ’ far its Accessory. 

SUTRA (19). 

Inasmuch as the action is the same as the previoits 

ONE, THE QUALIFICATION IS OF THE PaTNTVATA. 

Bhdstja. 

Following upon the injunction of the Pdtnlvata appertaining to Tvastr 
(Kiltha. Saiii. 30. 1) is the text — ^ Parijagnikrtnm pCitnli'atain ittstjanli ^ 
[‘They let off the Patnivata animal over which the Encirdhig of Fire 
has been performed’]. — Tn regard to this there arises the question — Does 
the sentence lay down the letting off of the .same Pdtnlvata wliieh ha.s 
been enjoined before as appertaining to Tvastr, but along with Parnagnl- 
kararm as the accessory ? Or does it lay down the letting off of a Pdtnlrata 
which is totally different from what has been previously enjoined as ap- 
pertaining to Tvastr ? 

If the sentence is construed by connecting the word ^ par yagnikrtaw^ 
with the word ‘ iitsrjantP [i.e. if the letting off of that over which Paryagni- 
karana has been performed be predicated of the Pdtnlvata] then, the meaning 
would bo that the lelling off is to be of the same Pdtnlvata which has been 
previously enjoined as appertaining to Tvastr (but as qualified in the stated 
manner); while if the word *pdtnimtam.* is connected with the word 
‘ atsrjanlV , then the lettiraj off of the Pdtnlvata laid down would be distinct 
from the previous Pdtnlvata enjoined as related to Tvastr, 

On this question, wo have the following Purvapnksa : — 

“ An entirely distinct act is laid down in the sentence ; - why V -how 
could the term * pdtnlvata ’ (in the second sentence) be taken as referring to 
the Pdtnlmta as qualified by two qualifications — (1) of being the pr(‘viously- 
enjoined one, appertaining to Tvastr and (2) of being accompanied by 
Par yagni karana ? [As such a construction would involve a .syntactical 
split]. — Further, if what is enjoined were the offering of what appertains to 
Tvastr, — then the qualification ‘ paryagnikrtam * could not form part of the 
Injunction. It is for this reason that we assert that what is enjoined by the 
sentence in question is that what has been made Paryagnikrta has to bo 
made Pdtnlvata (i.e. offered to Patnlvat), and this constitutes an act of 
sacrifice*' 

In answer to Purvapaksa, we have the following Sifldhdnta : — What 
is enjoined is not a distinct eat, it is the ‘ avachchheda *, qualification, of the 
previously-enjoined action, which is referred to in the sentence by means of 
the word ^ utsrjanti* (‘let off*). — “What would be the advantage in this 
interpretation?” — Firstly, it will not be necessary to assume the mention 
of the act of ‘sacrifice’ (which is not actually spoken of in the sentence in 
question) ; — secondly, the term ‘ uUsrjanti ’ directly laying down the act of 
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Uttiwj off would not be set aside by the indications of Syntactical Connec- 
tion ; — on the other hand, if the act enjoined were a distinct one, — and what 
was enjoined by the injunctive term ‘ utsrjanti * in the sentence were the fact 
of being made Pdlnimta, — then the verbal root in ‘ vtarjanti ’ would have to 
be taken only as reiterating and referring to the act of letting off which would 
be already got at by implication. — Further, the fact that the previously- 
enjoined act along with the Pnryagnikarana is to bo made Pdtnlvata, being 
already known, could not be the object of an Injunction. For all these 
reasons the sentence in question should be taken as laying down the 
qualification of the previously -enjoined Act. 

It has been argued that — if the offering of the Tvdstra (what apper- 
tains to Tvaatr) were taken as enjoined, then the qualification * Paryagni- 
krtanP could not form part of the Injunction.” — This however does not 
affect our position ; because no significance attaching to the word ‘ pdtnl- 
ratam\ this Pdtnlvata would not be qualified by any qualification; hence 
what the term ‘ pdlnlmta * standing by itself does is to indirectly reiterate 
and refer to that Pdinivata which appertains to Tvaatr, which is characterised 
by the two qualifications ; so that there would be no incongruity at all. 

Thus it is established that what is laid down is the qualification of 
the act already previously enjoined. 



Adhikarai^a (9) : ‘ Adabhya^ and ^ Amshu'^ are names of 
the act of ‘ Holding \ 

SUTRA (20). 

When the name appears alone by itself, without any material, 
IT should be subsidiary to the primary sacrifice. 

Bhdsya. 

« Without roference to any particular sacrifice, vve find the texts — * Hm 
vai havisd haviryajate yo^ddbhyam grhUvd soindya yajatV [‘He offers the 
real material at sacrifice who, holding the Addhhya, sacrifices to Soma*], 
— and ^ Pard vd etasydyuh prdnn Hi yo*mfthum grhndti* [‘ Tf one holds the 
Amahu, his life reaches its highest span*.] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 3. 4. 1.) 

In regard to these there arises the question — Do these sentence's speak 
of distinct sacrifices at which the said Cup-Holdings (gruhana) eomi' in ? Or 
do they lay down the Cup-Holdings in connection with the J gotistoma 
sacrifice itself ? 

On this question we have the following Purrapaksa: — “The sentence 
should be taken as speaking of an entirely different sacrifice ; — why ?— 
because of the presence of a new name (‘ Addhhya* or Amshu'). In course 
of the primary sacrifice (of the Jyotistoma) tliere is no such sacrifice bt'aring 
the name Addbhya \ or ‘ Amshu*); nor is there any Holding whose repeti- 
tion could be made the object of injunction by the sentence in cjuestion. 
Consequently the sacrifice mentioned in the sentence must be a totally 
different one. — ‘ But we do not find any material or Deity mentioneti (of this 
new sacrifice) ? — It does not matter if no material or Deity is ment ioned ; 
so long as there is the word * sacrifice' * ynjate' itself. Heni c what th<‘ 
sentences mean is (a) that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice named Addhhgn ' 
and (6) that ‘one should perform l?ie sacrifice named. Amshu\''' 

Against this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddlhdnta : — When whnt 
we find is the mere name, without any mention of the matf*riai or tiu; Deity, 
the sentence should betaken as laying down the repetition of particular fhip- 
Holdings at the Jyotistanui sacrifice itself (at which there are numerous (-up- 
Holdings). — “Why so?” — Because in reality the name mentioned {Addbhya 
or Amahu) is that of a Cup that is held^ not of a sacrifice ; as is clear from t he fact 
that it is connected with the Holding directly, while with the sacrifice^ it is 
connected only indirectly. — As regards the term ‘ Amshu \ there is absolutely 
no doubt as to its being the name of a Cup that is held ; — the mere difference of 
Cup -Holding does not make the sacrifice different. — Nor do we find any mate- 
rial or Deity mentioned, on the basis whereof the sentence could be taken as 
speaking of the Holding accompanied by the act of Sacrifice. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that “ the term ‘ yajate ’ 
(‘sacrifices’) itself is found in the sentenc;e, and this is injunctive of the 
sacrijice^*. 
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But ©von so, no distinct and independent sacrifice could bo enjoined by 
the said word ; as it really stands for a sacrifice that has already been enjoined 
(by another sentence), and the sentence in question does not speak of any- 
thing which could distinguish the sacrifice here spoken of from that already 
enjoined elsewhere. — From this it follows that it is the previously -enjoined 
sacrifice of the Jyotistoma itself which is spoken of by means of the root 
* ‘ to sacrifice ’ (as occurring in the word ‘ yajaie ’ in the sentence in ques- 

tion), — and what are en,joined. by the terms ‘ amshu * and ‘ aduhhya ’ are fresh 
repetitions of the Cup-Holdings at that same sacrifice (of the J yotiatoina). 



ADHiKARAijrA (10) : The ‘ Agnichayana ' — * Collecting of 
Fire' — is a Preparatory Act. 

SUTRA (21). 

[POkvapaksaJ — “The term ‘agni’ should be understood to 

DENOTE A SACRIJTOE, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF 
INDICATIVES.” 

Bhdsya. 

Thoro is * Agni' enjoined in the sentence ‘Fa emmvidvdn agnim 
chinute' (‘He who, knowing this, collects the Agni ')^ — and this injunction 
followed by the sentences — ‘ Athdto'gnirmigniato^nenaivdnuyajatl^ tamiikthenaf 
tamalirdtrena, tarn ao^shinct^ etc. etc,' (Of. Taitti. Saih. 5. 5. 2. 1.) 

[In connection with the terra ‘ agni ' as found in the injunction ‘ Agnim 
chiniUe'] there arises the question — Does this terra ^agni' denote a 
sacrifice, different from the Jyotiapoma and other sacrifices, which is enjoined 
by the verb ‘ chinute ' ? Or does it denote a material, and the sentence 
enjoins an accessory (in the shape of that raatorial) for the Jyotistoraa and 
other sacrifices ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa ; — 

The word * agni' denotes a sacrifice; — why? — because there are 
indicatives present; we find an indicative that points to that conclusion, in 
the shape of such expressions as *agni's stotra' , 'agni's shastra', ‘the six 
upasads of the Agni ’ ; all of which goes to show that the term ‘ agni ' denotes 
that of which the ‘ stotra *, the * shastra ' and the ‘ upasads ' form part ; — and 
all these form part of the sacrifice ; — hence the term ‘ agni ' should be taken 
as denoting a sacrijice. — ‘ A mere indicative does not prove anything, please 
point out an Injunction *. — Our answer to this is that, there is the second 
sentence (quoted above ) — * Athato' gnimagnislormn/xivdnuyajati — which 
means that ‘ one performs the sacrijice ' ; and it is this sacrifice 'which is 
specified as ‘ Agni ' ; from which it follows that this sacrifice is named 
' Agni'. It is only when the ‘ Agni' is a sacrifice that the preposition *anu' 
becomes a complement of the root *yaj' (in the word ' anuyajati' ). From 
all this it follows that the word should be understood to denote of a sacrifice." 

SUTRA (22). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it is the substance that is spoken of 

BY THE WORD ; BECAUSE THE INJUNCTION IS FOR THAT PURPOSE. 


In reality, it is the substance that is spoken of by the word *agnV . — 
“ Which is that substance ? ” — ^It iethe burning substance. Fire, that is spoken 
of; in fact, this is the well-known meaning of the word *agni\ The verb 
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*chinutV (‘collects’) is injunctive of the act of collecting, and it cannot 
denote the act of sacrifice. By collecting the Fire, one ‘ prepares ’ it, that is, 
places it on the altar; — the preposition *anu' will denote sequence; the 
meaning being that ‘ one performs the Agnistoma sacrifice after the comple- 
tion of the act of collecting the Fire’. 

SUTRA (23). 

On account of the fact of the connection of Agni with all 

SACRIFICES, ANY SACRIFICE MAY BE NAMED ‘ AgNI ’ ; BUT THAT 
NAME WOULD ONLY SERVE TO LAY DOWN THE DETAILS 
OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhusya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapalcsin that by reason of there being 
indicatives, the term ^ agnV sliould be regarded as denoting a sacrifice. 
— But this would bo so only in so far as those sentences are concerned where 
these indicatives occur, not in all cases. Tlio name * Ag)tl\ however, can bo 
applicable to sacrifices only indirectly (figuratively), — on the basis of all 
sacrifices being connected with the Pire on the Altar. Consequently all those 
words that appear to be denotingadnc/*//fce would serve the purpose of laying 
down the details of the sacrifice. 
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Adhikaraija (11): Sacrifices like the ^ Monthly Agnihotra* 
are distinct and iridependent. 

SUTRA (24). 

When the Context is different, the purpose must be 

DIFFERENT. 

Bhdsya. 

[We have fini.^ihecl the consideration of the Differentiation ot Actions by their 
accessories ; and wo have also dealt with all side-issues -as to what sort of 
accessory is that mentioned in a subsequent sentence which, not being applicable to 
the Action mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the subse- 
quent sentence different from it; and what sort is that which is applicable ^o the 
previously-mentioned action, and as such does not point to a different Action. — 
The other five means of differentiation of actions having thus been dealt with we 
now proceed the cases of differentiation by Context. '-Tantravartika — dVans., p. 871.J 

In connection with the Kuf^ajmyind^nfiyana, wo find the sentences 
* Masamagnihotram juhoti, mdaam darshapurrkamdsclbhydm yajate * and so 
forth. l*He offers the Agnihotra-oh\B,tion for a month*, ‘He perforins the 
Darshapurnamdaa for a month’.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this time ‘ month * 
enjoined hero for the original (compulsory) Agnihotra, and the original 
Darshapurnamdsa sacrifices ? (Ir do the sentences enjoin acts distinct from 
the original Agnihotra and the original Darshapurnamds^i ? 

On this question wo have the following Purvapaksn : — 

“The sentences lay down the time for the original acts (of Agnihotra 
and Darshapurnayndsa). — Why so ? — Because the term actually used, 
‘ fndsam ’ (‘ for a month ’), has clearly the form of the injunction of time. — ‘ In 
what way has it the form of the injunction of time ? ’ — The sentence speaks of 
‘ (a) performing the Agnihotra, (h) for a month * ; now of these two that ‘ the 
Agnihotra should be performed ’ is already known (as enjoined by the ordinary 
Injunction of the Agnihotra)-, it is only the other factor, that of its being 
performed ‘ for a month’, that is not already known from any other source. 
Under the circumstances, the two terms ‘ agnihotra ’ and ‘ darahapurna- 
mdaa^ (speaking as they do, of what is already known from other sources) 
could not stand for any other acts ; consequently, the sentence must be 
taken as the injunction of the time (which is the only factor not already 
known from other sources). — ‘ But this would set aside (and be contrary to) 
the indication of the Context [whereby the sentence should be the injunction 
of acts connected with the Kundapaylndmayana, which the ordinary Agnl~ 
hotra and Darahapurnarndaa are nof.]’ — Well, lot the indications of the 
Context be set aside — wo do not mind it ; Syntactical Connection is more 
authoritative than Context (and the view set forth above is what is got at 
through Syntactical Connection).” 
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In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhantai — ^\Vhcn a 
sentence is found in a different Context, it can speak of only that act 
to whicVi the Context appertains. — “ But we clearly find the sentence to bo 
injunctive of an accessory (Time) for the Af/nihoira and the Darshapurim- 
mam .*' — Not so, we reply. — “ Why ? ” — Because the sentence in question 
occurs after the phrase ‘ Upasadbhishcharitva ’, and there are no ‘ Upasads * 
in the Affnihotra or in the DaraJutpurnamdsa ; — hence it is not possible for 
the sentence to bo taken as enjoining the ‘ month ’ in connection with these 
sacrifices. — “ The Upasadit also may bo taken as enjoined in connection with 
the Aijnikotm and the Darshapurnamdsa |by the whole sentence ‘ Upasad- 
hhishcharltva yndsamagnihotram juhoti^ mdsam dnrshapurnamdsdbhydm 
yajate* .y * — In that case, the sentence being (ac(;ording to the Purvapakaa) 
injunctive of accessories (for the Agniholra, etc.), would be enjoining several 
accessories [e.g. (1) the Upasads, (2) the sequence to the Upasads, and 
(3) the monlh \ ; and this would involve a syntactical split. — In accordance 
with the Siddhdnta, however, no significance would attach to the term 
* agnihotra * , which therefore would not qualify the act enjoined, and hence 
there would be no syntact ical split. 

[The Tantravartika (Trans., pp. 873-879) does not accept this presentation of 
the Siddhttrda, against which it makes the following observations : — 

»Such is the 8i(ldhanta as represented by the Bkasya. But there is something to 
be said against this. If the two Agnihotras are taken as distinct, only because of 
the fact of there being otherwise a syntactical split,- -then the present instance too 
beci^mes ono of Differentiation of Actions by means of syntactical split (already dealt 
with above), and not by that of context (which is what is really meant to be shown 
here). Or, again, tho actions would be different on account of the impossibility of 
the manifold acce.ssories mentioned in the sentence in question belonging to the 
original Agnihotra ; and thus the necessary differentiation being done by Accessories, 
there would be no room for tho functioning of the Difference of Context (towartls 
that differentiation). Because even if the sentence in question had occurred in the 
same Context as that of tho original Agnihotra, then too, it could not but have been 
taken as mentioning a distinct Action, because of the fact of tho necessary details 
herein mentioned being inapplicable to the original Agnihotra. — And further, even 
though the reason shown in tho Bhdsya might, with difficulty, establish the 
difference between the two Agnihotra^, yet it could do nothing with regard to the 
other .sentence in question, wherein the Monthly DarsfM Pmnamasa are not 
mentioned as preceded by tho Upasads, That is to say, the sentence * Mdsam 
darshapurnamdsdhhydm' lays down only the connection of the sacrifice with the 
month : and as such there being no syntactical split, there would be nothing to show 
that the Darshapvrnamdsa herein mentioned is different from that mentioned 
before. — Thus then, the explanation of the Siddhanta, as given in tho Bhasya being 
found to be untenable, we must oxidain it in the following manner : — 

When tho accessory, though mentioned in a separate context, is laid down in 
the manner of an independent injunction, — ^i.e. forms the predicate of the sen- 
tence, — then it can be relegated to the previous action (and should not make aii 3 ' 
difference in it ) ; when, however, the accessory is mentioned only as an Udd&shya 
(not an object of injunction, but an accomplished thing, forming the subject of the 
sentence), then the action with reference to which it appears must be taken as 
different from the previous Action. In tho case in question, we perceive a differ- 
ence between the two Agnihotras, not because of their being mentioned in separate 
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contexts^ but because of the fact of all contiecUon with the preuious Context haviny been 
cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agnihotra is present in the 
mind at the time that the sentence in question is met with, then the action 
mentioned in this latter cannot but bo recognised as different from the previous 
Agnihotra. And as for the difference of contexts, even though it is present, it does 
not servo any uschil purpose with regard to the differentiation; as we shall show 
iindor Sutra II — iii — 25. — Thus then, in the case in question, Iho Month coidd not be 
taken as enjoined with reference to the Agnihotra mentioned at a great distance (in 
a previous sentence), iieeause it is not possilde for any person to bring al)out 
the Month to-day for the sake of any Homa; and as the Month -can ncve?r In' 
the objt'ct of an Injunction, and must always retain the character of the 
anupad^ya, it must bo admitted that it is the Homa that is laid down with 
reference to the Month; and as the injunctive potency of this sontciu-e is not in any 
way set aside by the former oiiginative Injunction ot the Agnihotra, the Action 
which has been taken as being enjoined with reference to the Month, comes to be 
primarily brought up by the sontenco in question. As there can be no originative 
Injunction of that which has already been once enjoined, — wo conclude the Action 
laid down in the sentence in (piestion to bo distinct from that laiil down in the 
previous sentence. 

If, oven when the contexts are different, the former action wore mentioned !>>' 
a word expressive of an unaccomplished entity, -or the Bhavana meant to be ex- 
pressed were connecte<l with that unaccomplished emtity,- then, in that case, it 
would bo conchidod that the second sentence simply brings forward the Action 
mentioned in the former sentence, with a view to laying it down with rcf(‘ren(;e to a 
particular result, and in this case, there may bo non-diftorenco between the Actions. 
As for instance, in the case of the sentences * Ati ratrashchat urvimshah, - Brayamya- 
viahah chatvaralk, Abhiplaoaff, sadahah \ * Prshthyah mdahafi ’, etc. etc., and also in 
the sentence ‘ Varuna-praghds^svavabhrtham yantif -When, on the other hand, 
we find that the injunctiveness occurs in a distinct Context , — is connected with 
distinct results, etc., — partakes of the character of the originative Injunction - and is 
not set aside by the more authoritative originative injunctiveness of any previous 
word which is far removed from it, — then, if such an injunctiveness happens to 
point to a difference between the actions conccrnc*d, we canm^t but admit such a 
difference. 

It shouhl be noted that the author of the lihasya also has mentioned the 
Time, which is ‘ anupddeya as the grounil of differentiation ; though he has 
referrofl to this Time by mean.s of the sentence ‘ upasadbhishcharitva' (and hence 
there is in reality not much discrepancy in the Rha^ya cither.) 



ADHiKARAiiTA (12) : Sacrifices like the ^Agneya^ are distinct 
acts performed with a vieiv to distinct results. 

8UTRA (25). 

The Result also (is a means of imfferentiation), when 

MENTIONED APART FROM ACTIONS. 

Bhdsya, 

[All tho six Means of Differentiation have been rlcalt with. Wo now^ proceed 
to show another way in which the Difference of Context operates towards ditferen- 
tiation; autl it is not a seventh means of differentiation that is taken up now. This 
other way consists in the mention of something which is * annpadeya \ i.e. which 
cannot be brought about by human effort, and as such cannot bo tho object of an 
Injunction; among such things mg -Place, Thne, Occasion, Result, Object to he 
prepared. From among those, tho case of Time has been (lealt with under tho fore- 
going Adhikarana ; where th<' Place and Occasion also have been shown (by the Vtir- 
iika). We now proceed to deal in the present Adhikarana with tho Result (and also 
in the Vartika, with the Object to he prepared).'^ 

Withou t roferoneo to any partieidar sacrifice, wo find tho tc^xts (a)* 
yaniastdkapfllam nirvapU nikkdniah^ [‘ Desiring effulgence, one should prepare 
a cako bakc<l on eight pans and dedicate it to Agni’], (of. Taitti. Sam. 
2. 2. 3. 3), — {h)*A(/nlsomiyamek(ldashakapfllam nlrvapHbrahmavarchasakdmah * 
(Taitti. Saiii. 2. 3. 3. 3). [Desiring Brahmic glory, one should prepare tho 
cako baked on eI(3Von pans and dedicate it to Agni-Soma’], — (c) ‘ Aindrdgna- 
mpkddashfikfipfllam nirrapH pmjdkmmih' [' Desiring offspring, one should 
prepare a cake baked on eleven pans and dedicate it to Indra-Agni’l 
('raitti. Sarii. 2. 2. 1. 1). 

Ill regard to those, there arises the question — Do these texts lay down 
the particular results {effulgence, Brahmic glory and offspring) in connection 
with the original Agrieya (Agnlsomiya and Aindrdgna) sacrifices? Or do 
they lay down entirely different sacrifices ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvnpaksai — “The sentences 
lay down particular results in connection with tho original sacrifices ; — why ? 
— because in the Agneya and other sacrifices mentioned in thesis texts wo 
recognise the well-known Agneya and other sacrifices (already enjoined else- 
where) ; — hen(!e their mention in the sentences in question must be taken as 
a mere reference to those same sacrifices, for the purpose of laying down 
their (ionnection with tho particular results.” 

In answer to this Purvapakm, we have the following Siddhdnla: — 
The Result also is a means of differentiation, when it is menliotied apart from 
actions. That is to say, if tho sentence in question wore a mere reference 
(to a previously enjoined sacrifice), then it could not lay down tho result; as 
in that case, there would bo no injunctive word in the sentence ; and it is 
clear that what is not enjoined cannot be the means of bringing about any 
such result as * effulgence *. In fact, if the particular result, effulgence, were 
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all that is enjoined^ then, as every result must be evanescent, — there could 
bo no connection between such a result and the Ayneya and other sacrihcos 
which are not evanescent (eternal). — Similarly with the other results ( 
glory and Offspring), 

From all this it follows that the sentences in question lay down sacrifices 
different from the original Agniya and other sacrifices. 



Adhikaraija (13) : The Avesti brings about its result in 
the shape of food. 

StJTRA (26). 

When there is proximity, there is no separateness: hence 
THE repeated MENTION SERVES THE PURPOSE OF 
pointing out another result. 

Bhdsya. 

[Tho present Adhikarana is introduced by way of a counter-instance to all the 
foregoing Adhikaranas based upon non-proximity. Tho Result mentioned in the 
present Sutra stands for all Anupad^yas — Place, Time, Occasion, etc. — Tantravdrtika 
— Trans., p. 883.] 

There is the Avesti sacrifice spoken of in the text — ‘ Agneyo* stdkapdlah 
puroddsho hhai^atl * [* The cake baked upon eight pans becomes dedicated to 
Agni’]; ftDd in reference to this Avesti, we have the sentence — ‘ FJtayd 
annddyaknmam ydjayeV [‘One should make one perform this (Ave.sti), if he 
is desirous of acquiring food’]. 

In regard to this second sentence, there arises the question — Is the 
action spoken of in the sentence different from the Avesti ? or is it the Avesti 
itself ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa is that it must be taken to be a 
distinct action, on the grounds set forth in .support of the Siddkdnta of the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta: — As 
there is proximity, the sentence should be regarded as the repeated mention 
of the Avesti itself, for the purpose of pointing out another result ; — and it is 
not a distinct act that is mentioned. — Why ? — Because there is no separate- 
ness ; that is to say, the pronoun ‘ etayd ’ (‘ this ’) cannot stand for any action 
other than the Avesti', as tho pronoun ‘this’ must always stand for what is 
in clo,se proximity to it. Hence the .sentence should be taken as enjoining 
the same Avesti for one who desires to obtain food, 

“What is the practical u.se of tho pre.sent Adhikarana ? ” 

If the action spoken of is the same as tho Avmi, then the materials u.sed 
would be the Agniya and other cakes (enjoined in connection with the 
Avesti) ; — ^^vhi]e if it is a different sacrifice, then .some other material would 
have to be used. 



Adhikaraista ( 14 ) : The repeated mention of the ‘Agniya ’ 
is for the purpose of commendation. 

SUTRA (27), 

fPffRVAPAKSA] — “ For reasons stated, the AonEya should be 
UNDERSTOOD AS TO BE REPEATED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In oonnoction with tho DarsJm-purnamdsay tlioro is tho Injunction (of 
the Aqneyn) in llio text * Atjneyo^stakapdlo^mcivasyaifdm paurmwulsynnchA- 
chynto hhavati' ; — then oomos tho text ^ Ayneyo'sfftkapdlo'yndrdsyaydm 
hharali 

In regard to this, tlicrc arises the question — [Do these two texts moan 
that] the Agneya is to be performed twice ? Or only once ? 

On this (|uestion we Jiave tho Purvapnkm that — “ For rensons stated, the 
Aymyn should he understood as to be repeated; (the reason being that) ‘ [the 
repetition of the same word should also indicate differeiuje among acts,] — 
because, if there were no difference, the repetition would he useless^ (Sutra 
2 . 2 . 2 ).'* 


SUTRA (28). 

[SiDDHANTA] — The action HEINC FOCND to BK IJNOIFFKRENTrATED, 
THERE SHOULD HE NO REPETITION OF THE SAME ACT SIMPLY' 
BECAUSE IT IS MENTIONED TWICE. 

Bhdsya. 

That the Ayneya should bo performed twice is not the right view. — 
Why ? — Jiecause there is no word (in the text) signifying sueli repetition. — 
“The word *dgneya' itself, being repeated, should lay down the second 
performance.” — Not so, we reply ; the repetition of tho word cannot convey 
the idea that what is expressed by it should be repeated ; because whcai some- 
thing is expressed by the w^ord when pronounced first, it will remain the 
same thing even though the w'ord be repeated a hundred times, — it will be 
no other. — “ If the word mentioned the same thing that has been mentioned 
before, without any difference, then it would be useless.” — Let it be useless ; 
even so, it cannot signify anything else; in fact, it may be reasonable to 
regard the repetition as useless, but it can never be reasonable to take it as 
signifying something different (from what it has signified before). — From this 
we conclude that the Agneya is not to be performed twice. 



DISCOURSE II, PADA III, ADHIKARANA (14). 313 

SUTRA (29). 

Or, the REPETITION MAY RE TAKEN AS SKRVINCJ A DIFFERENT 

PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

Or, we need not regard the repetition as what wo mean is that 

it may be taken as serving tlie purpose of commentlniion. 

Objection — “What wouUi be the purpose served by this commendation ? 
When the Aijneya has already been enjoined by a previous text, wliicli is 
already aecompaniefl by a eominendatory declaration, for tht» purj^ost* of 
enjoining of what would the Veda put forward another commendatory state- 
ment ? It has already been pointed out under Sutra 1. 2. 1 that ‘Inasmuch 
as the Veda is meant to serve the purpose of enjoining actions, what does 
not serve that purpose is useless ’ ; so that, if there is a mere assertion, which 
does not serve the purpose of enjoining anything, it has to be regardetl as 
useless. Beeause whether the same fact is reasserted or not, it remains just 
the same; just as whether a Deity is mentioned or not mentioned, it accom- 
plishes th(? jnirposcs of an aeet'ssory. — [The scTise of this last clause is not 
(juite clear. The Tantnimrtika — Trans., p. 889, has tlu? following interesting 
note — ‘We do not quite understand what this means; though on looking 
into it closely, it seems that it recalls what has gone before und(‘r the 
Mahenffrddhikarana, Su. 2. 1. 18. The sense thus is that, though grcMlness 
(Malialtca) does not form an integral part of the Deity Mahenrirat yet, 
inasmueh as in one case mere Indra (without the epithet mahdn) fulfils the 
funetions of th(^ Deity, the epithet mahdn would be useless in an Artimvdda 
that would refer to the Jiijuiiction ; exactly so in the ease in question an 
independent commendation, standing by itself, would be altogether meaning- 
less.’]” 

Ansiver — The repetition serves a dijjerent purpose ; it serves the purpose 
of enjoining, not the Agneya, but, the Aitidrdgmi ; — the meaning Ijt'ing — ‘ The 
AgneNa offering of the cake baked on eight pans performed on the Amavasyil 
day is all right, — but it is not quite p(ufe<*t when the offering is inad*^ to 
-‘Jji/ni alone, — it becomes quite jjerfeet when it is offeretl to Agni accompanied 
by Indra^ — hence the offering should be made to Indra- Agni^ . 


[We have found in this Pcida that there are six means of differentiating 
Actions. The Tantravdrtika (Trans., pp. 885-880) has the following note — In another 
commentary (perhaps, by Bhavaddsa) only four such means have been mentioned — 
(1) Different words, (2) Different names, (3) Different Accessories and (4) Different 
Results. He has included ‘Repetition' and ‘Number* under ‘Different Words’, 
and ‘Different Context ’ under ‘ Different Results'.— But this is open to objection. 
(For details of discussion see Tantramrtika.)^ 


End of Pdda Hi of Discourse JL 



DISCOURSE II. 

PADA IV. 

A»iiiKARA5rA (1) : Treating of the Life-long Agnihotra. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PCrvapak§a]— ‘‘ The Life-long repetition is a property 
OF THE Action, — because of the Context’'. 

Bhdsya. 

In tho Bahvrcha-Bmhrnarm wo find the text — ‘ Ydvajjlvam agnikotram 
juhoii'* [‘One performa the Agnihotra as long as he lives’], * Yuvajjlvaih 
darshapurnamdadbhydm yajeta ’ [‘ One should perform tho Darahapurnanidsa 
as long as ho lives’]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is the Life-long Repetition 
enjoined here a property of the act ? Is the life-long -neaa enjoined as a 
property of the act, meaning that there is to be a repetition of it throughout 
one’s life ? Or is the life- long -nesa enjoined as a property of the AgejU, i.e. 
a necessary duty for him ? Does the sentence lay down the life-long -neaa as 
a property of the Act, the sense being that the is to be repeated as long 
as the man lives ? Or does it lay down the life-long -neaa as a property of the 
Agent, the sense being that tho act forms his neceaaary duty? — 

Queation — ** In what case would the life-long -nefia be a property of the 
Act — and in what case would it be a property of the Agent ? ” 

Anawer — In case the term * juhoti^ (‘ performs’) in the first sentence is 
a mere reference to the act of performing the Homa (enjoined elsewhere), and 
the life-long -neaa is the object of injunction by the sentence, — the Repeti- 
tion would be a property of the Act\ on the other hand, if it is otherwise ( i.e. 
if the life-long -neaa is a mere reference or reiteration, and the act of perform- 
ing the Homa is the object of the Injunction], then what is enjoined is a 
necessary duty for the Agent, 

[The e.xoot significance of this Adhikarana in general, and of tho Question in 
particular will bo clear from tho following extract from the Tantravdrtika 
— Trans., pp. 890-891. 

Objection : “ Whether a word expresses tho property of an action or that ot tho 
Agent, is a question connected with the .subject-matter of the Third Adhyaya ; 
and hence its introduction here seems to be wholly irrelevant.” — To this some peo- 
ple make the following reply : The treatment of the subject-matter of the Second 
AdhySya itself having been finished, and the Third Adhyaya also being near 
at hand, there is nothing very incongruous in the introduction, at this stage, 
of a subject connocted with the latter. — But this explanation is scarcely right. 
Because we have still got to consider the question of the difference or non-difference 
of Actions as mentioned in the various texts of the same Veda (and as such all the 
subjects of the Second Adhyaya have not yet been exhausted). — ^We must therefore 
explain tho relevancy of the Adhikarana in the following manner: Just as the 
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causes of difference operate towards the differentiation of the forms of Actions,, 
so also do they operate towards that of their performances. Hence with regard to 
the Agnihotra, etc., qualified as they are by the mention of ‘ life-long', there arises 
a question as to whether each of its daily performances is a distinct action in itself, 
or all the daily performances go to form a single Action meant to bring about 
a particular desirable end, and the time for whose performance is the whole 
of one's life ? If then, the time— whole of one's life — w^ere laid down as a property 
of the action, then the mere offering of the Morning and Kvening libations — 
in accordance with the injunctions “he should offer the morning libation with 
the mantra * Suryo jyotih , etc.’,” and “he should offer the evening libation with the 
mantra * Agnirjyotih, etc.’” would not bo enough to complete the .Agnihotra, 
till the specified time — * life-long -expires ; and hence a performance of the 
Agnihotra would come to bo made up of many daily repetitions; just as the 
performance of the JyotiHoma is made up of the repetition of the same process 
with regard to each of the many Qrahas. If, on the other hand, * living’ be taken 
as the occasion (or cause), with reference to which the sentence lays down the 
Action, -then, ina.smuch as the occasion would last till the performer lasts, the 
Action would come to be enjoined without reference to any desirable result; and 
such a neglect of the performance being sinful, it would be necessary for the 
Man to perform it as long as he lives, either for the fulfilment of his own duty, 
or for the avoiding of the sin incurred by the non-performance of a necessary 
duty; and hence in this ease, the sentence would lay down a ni^cessary duty 
for the man. Arul in this case the occasion of the Agnihotra performance would be 
Morning and Kvening together with the life of the agent: and hence as this occasion 
would present itself every day, the Action would be complete every day also ; and 
the complete performance of the Agnihotra would bo repeated each day;-* the 
performance of each day forming a distinct Action by itself (independently of 
the other days’ performance). — For these reasons we must conclude that the 
Bhilsya has put the question in the form that it has, simply with a view to the dis- 
tinctness or otherwise of the performance; as it is this that comes to bo the upshot 
of the (iiiestion put by the Hha«sya.J 

On this question, we have the following Purvajmksa: — 

[** The repetition is a property of the Action; — why? — because of the 
Contc.ct. That is to say, the significance of tlie Context is maintained onlj'^ if 
we accept the interpretation that the roots * hfi' (in the first sentence) 
and ‘ yaj ’ (in the second sentence) are mere references to the ai'tions 
(enjoined elsewhere), — and ‘ Ydvajjlt'am ’ (‘ life-long ’) is what is enjoined ; — 
so that there is repetition (and all the repetitions go to form the complete 
Act, of the Agnihotra or the Darshapurnamdsa). — When this is the explana- 
tion, then alone the glorification of the sacrifices, as contained in the 
sentence, ‘Imperishable is the sacrifice called Agnihotra, as also that called 
Darshapurnamd8a\ would be applicable to the sacrifices, on the basis of the 
common factor of long time (implied by ‘life-long’ and ‘imperishable’). 
For this reason there is to be repetition [and all the daily repetitions 
constitute a single performance of the one act of Agnihotra. and ‘ life-long ’ 
is a qualification of this one act — says Tantrai'drlika — Trans., p. 891.”] 



3 16 SHABARA-BHASYA : 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the property is of the Acjent; 

BECAUSE OF THE DIRECT SIGNIFICATION OF THE TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

What we assert is that the sentence should not be taken as laying 
flown the life-long character of the whole act (of Agnihotra or Darshajmma- 
mCtsa) as consisting of the repetitions of tlie performance, — ^and that wliat 
the sentence lays down is the necessary duty for the Agent qualified by the 
property ‘life-long’ fi.e. the duty to be performed by the Agent as long as he 
lives,] Why so ? — Because of the direct signification of the text; that is, it is. 
only thus tliat- the s<»nse of the text- would be what is directly signified by it ; 
any other sense would involve recourse to imlirevt (figurative) interpretation. 
— “ How so V ” — If the meaning were taken to bo that ‘ one should perform 
the act during all the time that one is alive’, — then such performance of the 
Agnihotra during the whole life-time couUl not b(> accomplished except by 
repeating the Agnihotra which is really completed every evening; — nor 
could such performance of the Darshapdrnamdsa during the whole life-time 
be accomplished without repeating th(^ acts of Darsha and Pfirnarndsa 
which are completed on every Amdvdsyd and Purnamdsi respectively.- It 
might be argued that — “ what is done during a part of the life-time may b(' 
regarded as done during the life-time,'*'' — But that is not so ; as such a fact 
could only be got at by implication, it could not be enjoined by the word ; 
that is, what the sent once means is that ‘ the act is to be comphdcd during 
the time that is measured by the life-timo of the performer’, — and it is this 
that may imply the idea that ‘ there should bo many repetitions of the act 
of Agnihotra* ; such repetition, which would be declared as to he done, is not 
directly signified by either of the two verbs * juhoti* and ‘ yajati* ; it is got 
at only by indirect indication, -the words ‘one should perform the Homa as 
long as he lives’ being taken as indirecrtly indicating (through the context) 
the idea 1 hat ‘ 1 ho action should be repeated as long as he lives ’ ; —and 
Direct Assertion is stronger than Indirect Indication. 

On the other hand, if the sentence is construed in such a manner as to 
take the phrase ‘as long as one lives’ as a more reference (to what is 
already known), and the verbs *juhoti* and * gajatl* as injunctive of the 
acts {Agnihotra and Darshapurnamdsa), — then, in that case, these two 
words ^ juhoti* and * gajatP retain their direct significations, — and the phrase 
‘ as long as one lives’ also would, in this case, stand for the ‘ being alive ’ of 
the Agent, which is what is directly expressed by it, — and not for repetition, 
which it can only indicate indirectly. Thus then, what is enjoined by the 
text is the act (of Agnihotra or Darshapurnamdsa) as contingent upon the 
‘ being alive ’ of the man ; the sense being that ‘ the Homa should ho, 
performed if the man is living ’ ; so what the performance of the Act is 
contingent upon is the ‘ being alive * of the agent, and not the time (of his 
life) ; — and thus the act being contingent upon a constant factor, it is 
spoken of as a constant (necessary) duty; henc^e what is enjoined is a 
property of the A gent, in the shape of a necessary duty. 

[In tho Siddhanta the term ‘ yunajjhmm^ flireetly denotes the living, being 
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alive, of the Agent as the condition essential for the performance of the act; and 
the word ^ juholi ’ also directly denotes the action of Hoina done in the Agnihotra . — 
In the Fiirvapakm, on the other hand, the ‘ being alive ’ of the agent is made to 
indicate the time of his living, and the word * juhoti' is made to indicate repetition. 
In this case therefore it becomes necessary to reject the direct connotation of the 
words yavajjlvam' and *juhoti'), and accept the indirect indication of Time and 
Repetition; so that the rnjunction, iristearl of being based upon Direct Signihcatioiu 
becomes based upon Indirect Indication. — Toafrayarf/I'a— Trans., p. 893. J 

SUTRA (3). 

Also because we find indicatives; if the property belonged 
TO the Action, it would fill up the whole of it and 
the rest would be meaningless. 

Bhdsya, 

Tho following text is indicative of the Siddhdnta view — ‘ Ajn ha vd esa 
fsvargnllokdchhidyate yo darshapurnamdsaydji paurnamdsimamdvdsydm rd 
atipdlayet' [‘That performer of the Darshapurnamdm becomes deprived of 
heaven who transgresses the Afndvdsyd and the Paurndindsi days'] (cf. Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 2. 5. 4). — “How is this indicative of the tStddhdnla view?” — If the 
property belonged to tho Act, then tho Sacrifice once bc^gun would be com- 
pleted only after tho lapse of tho whole life-time of the man ; so that in that 
case, there would bo no such ‘ transgressing ’ of the time of the sacrifice as is 
mentioned in the sontonce just quoted ; so that all the rest of th(' sentence — 
whore <*xpiatorv rites are laid down for such transgression — would bo inenn- 
ingloss. 

SUTRA (4). 

I'Ihere is also a text which] speaks of the completion 
I OF the ACTI : IF there is time left (after that 
completion), the Acts must be distinct. 

Bhdsya. 

Wg find the completion of the act spokon of in such texts as ‘ Dnrsha- 
purnamdsdbhydrn istrd sotnena yajela' [‘Having performed the Darsha- 
purnamdsa, one should perform the Sonia sacrifioe’l; ift after the Darsha- 
purnamdsa has been (jompletod, there is time left for the performance of the 
-sacrifice (as is mentioned in the sentence quoted), then it is clear that 
tho two sacrifices, Darsha and Purnamdsa, do not require the man’s whole 
lifedime for their completion. — If on tho other hand, ‘ being alive ’ is the 
condition for tho performance of the sacrifice, then it becomes possible for 
the acts (Darshapurnnmdsa and the Soma) to be distinct acts (and to bo 
porformed as such); so that the meaning of tho sentence would be that 
‘ after having completed the DarsM purnamdsa sacrifices, one should perform 
the Soma sacrifice.’ 

Further, there is the text — * Ahitdtjnirod esa yo'ynihotram julioti na 
darshapurvxitndsau yajeta yd dhiitihhdjo devatdstd anudhydyinlh karoti' [• If a 
man who has established tho fire performs the Agnihotra, but omits to 
perform the DaTshapurnaynAsa, ho makes these Deities who are entitled to 
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the offerings pine for them ’] ; here we find the text speaking of the deities as 
'pining for the offerings’; and this mention of the ‘pining’ is justifiable 
only if the offering that is not made is one that is compulsory (not 
voluntary); if an offering is not compulsory, then it is not possible for the 
deities to ‘ pine ’ for it ; the offering can bo regarded as compulsory only in 
accordance with the view that the sacrifice is enjoined as a necessary duty, 
not under the view that it is voluntar 5 \ If therefore the property in 
cpiestion {life-long) belonged to the Action, the Agnihotra as well as the 
Darshapurnamasa would become voluntary acts. Hence the only correct 
view is that the act spoken of is a necessary duty. 

Lastly, there is the text — ‘ Jardmaryam vd etat satram y ad agnihotra rh 
darshapurnamdsahrha, jarayd ha vd etdbhydm nirmuchyati^ [‘The Agnihotra 
and the Darshapurnamasa are imperishable, one becomes freed from the 
responsibility of performing these only by old age or by death ’] ; this 
declaration of one becoming absolved only through old age or death is 
compatible only with the view that the act is compulsory ; if the acts were 
voluntary (not compulsory), then the man could escape from their per- 
formance by simply not performing them. 

SUTRA (5). 

Then acjain, if the acts were not compulsory, it could not 
BE so (as described IN THE TEXTS). 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ tn ’ connotes cufnulation ; the sense is that for the following 
reason also wo feel that the sentence lays down the property of the Agent 
and enjoins a compulsory duty. — If the sentence in question were taken as 
enjoining an accessory (i,<j. time) for the acts already enjoined elsewhere, 
there would be only one Agnihotra oft'ering, and that also would not bo 
compulsory; as no other action which is mentioned as connected with a 
definite result [as the Agnihotra is mentioned in its original injunction 
* Agnihotra ni juhuydU svargakdmah'] is ever regarded as compulsory ; and if 
the acts were taken as not compulsory (voluntary), that would be repugnant 
to what is stated in the text ^Jardmaryam vd etat satrarh ya^agnihotram 
darshapurnamdsancha, jarayd vd etdbhydm nirmuchyate mrtyund cha ." — 
“ Why should it be repugnant to this text ? ” — The declaration that 
‘one can escape from the jicrformance of these acts only by old age or 
death ’ is justifiable only if the acts are compulsory ; if they were voluntary, 
then one could escape from their performance by simply not performing 
them. 

SUTRA (6). 

Then again, there is incongruity also, as before. 

Bhdsya. 

For tiie following reason we conclude that the sentence does not lay 
down the repetition of the previously-en joined sacrifice, or an accessory 
relating to it. — Why ? — Because there is incongruity ; the ‘ incongruity ’ 
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would be that the Saurya and other sacriBces also — which are modiBcations 
of the archetypal Darahapurimmdsa — would have to be repeated as long as 
one lived ; — and this would be a conclusion not vouchsafed by any text at 
all. — From this also it follows that the sentence lays down a compulsory 
duty. — This same compulsory character of the sacrifices is borne out by its 
glorification also (such as contained in the text ‘ Jarnmaryam, etc.*). 

SUTRA (7). 

Inasmuch as the property BBLON<is to the Aoent, what is 

SPOKEN OK AS THE TIME SHOULD BE THE CONDITION (ON 
WHICH THE PERFORMANCE OF THE ACT WOULD 
BE CONTIN(JENT). 

Bhd-^ya. 

If the sentence is taken as laying down a property of the Agent, and 
also the compulsory character of the aci, then ‘being alive’ would be the 
condition, — i.e. the performance of the act would bo enjoined as contingent 
upon the agent, ‘being alive’ ; and in that case, the act would bo complete 
with each (daily) performance of it; and this would be in keeping with the 
mention of completion (spoken of in Su. 4). 

From all this it follows that what is enjoined is the property of the 
Agent and also the compulsory character of the Act. 



Adhikaraija (2) : If an act is mentioned in several 
recensional texts^ it should he regarded^ as one 
and the same. 

SUTRA (8). 

[PCuvapaksa] — “ If an act is mrntionkd in different recen- 
sional TEXTS, IT SHOULD BE RBOARDED AS DIFFERENT, — BECAUSE 
OF DIFFERENCES — (1) IN NAME, (2) IN FORM, AND 
(3) IN PARTICUfxAH DETAILS : AND BECAUSE 
OF (4) REPETITION, (5) DEPRECATION, 

(()) INCAPACITY, (7) DECLARATION 
OF COMPLETION, (8) EXPIA- 
TORY RITES AND (9) PER- 
CEPTION OF DISTINCT 
PURPOSES 

Bhdsya. 

[The present Adhihtrnyia is taken up with a view to show that there are no 
grounds for tho differoiitialion of actions except those already dcscrihcd. To this 
end certain other likely grounds of differentiation are 2'>ut forward and rejected; 
and ill courso of this discussion it will be found that every one of these suggested 
grounds of differentiation is included in one or other of those already described 
above — Tantravartika — Trans., p. 902], 

The texts to be dealt witli here are all the various Recensions of the Veda 
— such as Kdthaha, Kdldpaka, Faippnladaka and so forth. — In this connec- 
tion tliere arises the quest ion- -If any one Act, sucli as tho Agnihoira, has 
been mentioned in one Recensional T’ext, — and it is again mentioned in 
another Recensional 'Fext, — is this latter act different from the former ? 
Or not different from it ? 

On this question we hav^e the following Piirvapaksa : — 

“It should bo taken as a different act. — Why? — (1) Because there is 
difference in name: one is called * Kdfhaka^ and the other, 'Kdldpaka' ; 
and tliis difference in the names makes the actions different. — ‘But these 
are names of texts (not of acts)'. — ^Tnie; but what we mean is that these 
are names of acts also ; inasmuch as they are found to be applied to, and 
spoken of, by means of words with the same case-endings as — the acts 
[when, e.g. people speak of ' Kdthakam agnihotram\ * Kdldpakan agni^ 
hotram' and so forth]. — (2) Because there is difference in form; e.g. in one 
Recensional Text, the Agnisomlya cake is spoken of as ‘ baked upon 
eleven pans’, while in another the .same is spoken of as ‘baked upon 
twelve pans’; and when tho forms are different, how can the acts be not 
different? — (3) Because there is difference in particular details; people 
belonging to the Taittirlya Recension eat on the ground while they are 
studying tho texts dealing with the ‘ Kdrlrl ’ sacrifice ; those belonging to 
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other Recensions do not do so; — similarly, while studying the * Atfni ' 
Section, some people fetch jarfulls of water for the Teacher, while others do 
not do so ; — similarly while studying tlie ‘ Ashvmnedha ’ Section, some 
people fetch grass for the horse, while others do not do so; while there are 
yet others who perform other details. Thus in the case of persons belonging 
to one Recension, a sacrifice like the AshvametUia requires at their hands help 
in the shape of grass for the horse and such other things, — while in the case 
of persons belonging to other Recensions, the sacrifice does not require 
that help; — now if the Afthvamedhas mentioned in the two texts were one 
and the same, how could it require these from one jierson and not from 
another ? How too could it require any other help ? Hence it follows that 
the AshvamefUm men! ioned in one text is different from that mentioned in the 
other. — (4) Because (of the incon(jruity) of repet\lxon\ if the act mentioned in 
all Reccnsional Texts were one and the same, then the act having been 
already mentioned in one text, its mention in another text would be a 
needless repetition. This undesirable contingency docs not arise if the act 
is different ; -for this reason also the act must bo different. — (.'5) Hecatfse 
there are deprecatory declarations ; — per.sons belonging to some Reccnsional 
Texts deprecate the offeriny of Homa before sunrise (at the Aynihoira) in 
the following terms — * Prdlah jxrdtaranrtante iiadaxiti purodaydjjuhvati 
ye* ynihotram, divdklrtyam adlvd kirtayantah suryo jyotirna tadd jyoliresdm * 
[‘Those who, at tlu? Aynihotrn, offer the Jloma before sunrise utter an 
untruth morning after morning, when they sa^- not by day what should 
be said by day: Surya is not the light for them at the time*]; — while 
in the following terms some people deprecate the offering of Homa after 
sunrise — ‘ Yalhd alllhaye pradrutdya annamdhareyuh tddrk tat yndi udife 
juhvatiA [‘If people make the offering of Homa after sunrise it is like 
bringing up food for the guest after ho has departed ’ — Shankha. Bra. 
2. 9 ; Tai. 13rd. 2. 1. 2. 12J ; — all this would be incongruous if the act 
mentioned in the several reccnsional texts were one and the same; not 
so, if it w’ere different; — for this reason also the act is different. — (6) 
Because of incapacity \ — people would never be able to carry out all the 
details that may have been laid dow^n in all the Keconsional Texts in 
which the particular act may have been mentioned [and it would be 
necessary to do this if it were the same act mentioned in all the texts] ; so 
that in many cases it might be declared that something is being done 
which has not been laid down anywhere; — on the other hand, if the act 
were different, then it would be quite possible to gather all the information 
bearing upon its details (from the particular Recension w here it occurs) ; — for 
this reason also the act should be regarded as different. — (7) Because of the 
declaration of completion: there is a declaration of completion even w'hen 
there is no completion ; for instance, some people say ‘ our fire is complete ’ 
at a certain point, w hile others declare it to bo complete at another point ; — 
this would not be possible if it were the same act ; because at any one 
point, one and the same act could not be both comjilele and incomplete ; 
such distinction is proper if the actions are different. For this reason also 
the Actions must be different. — (8) Because e.vpiatory rites have been laid 
down ; — some texts lay down an expiatory rite to be performed for the 
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neglect of the Homa before sunrise ; others lay down an expiatory rite to be 
performed for the neglect of lloma after sunrise, as also at its prolongation 
(by reason of the liomn before sunrise having been negloctod before sunrise 
and hence performed after sunrise, thereby prolonging the time of the 
Homa after sunrise). If the acts were the same, there could not be two 
kinds of ‘prolongation’; if, on the other hand, the acts are distinct, the 
pre-sunrise Homa becomes ‘prolonged’ if done after sunrise, as in that 
ease the other (the pre-sunrise) Homa also has to bo done after sunrise. 
For this reason also the Acts must bo ditferent. — (0) Also because there is 
perception of distinct purposes;— for instance, (a) in one text we find the 
text- * y ad i purd didlksdndh, , , ,atha yndi didilcsdnah\ which means 
(according to the Tantravdrlika) that ‘ if the sacrificer happens to be pro viously 
initiated, he should employ the Atiratra of the Brhatsdma, as the Rnthantara- 
Sdma will have been already employed at the previous initiation, while if 
he does not happen to have been previously initiated, he should employ the 
Rafhantara' ; — according to this passage, there would be a possibility of the 
sacrificers at the Dvddashdha being found to be such as have previously 
performed the sacrifice (of the Jyolistoma), as also such as have not so 
performed tlie sacrifice; and this could be possible only if the Act wore 
different ; it could not bo possible if the act wore one and the same. — Why 
so ? — Because in the lYtndaka wo read that ‘ the Jyotistonia is the very 
first of (Soma) sacrifices, and if anyone performs another (Soma) sacrifice 
without having performed the Jyotistoma, there would be falling into n pit, 
or he would die’ (Tandya-Bra. 16. 1. 2); and this necessity of the pre- 
vious f)erformanco of the Jyotistoma would Ix^ applicable to all cases (if 
the Act were one and the same); and it would not he possible to have 
any aninitkiied sacrificer at the Dmdashdha (as every one would, according 
to the Tdndya text, have already pcu’formod the Jyotisfonui), For this 
reason also the Act must be different. — [The first text speaks of the pos- 
sibility of the performer at the Dvddashdha being one who has under- 
gone a previous initiation, as also of his being one who has not under- 
gone it ; — according to the second, Tdmlya, text the Jyotistoma. is the 
sacrifice that should be performed first; according to which tho per- 
former of the Dvddashdha or any other sacrifice must always be one who has 
previously performed the Jyotistoma; so that it would never be possible to 
have a sacrificer of tho Dvddashdha to be one who has not performed tho 
Jyotistonm ; — now if the Jyotistoma spoken of in (connection with the first 
text were tho same as the spoken of in the second text, then there 

should not be any such uncertainty regarding previous initiation as has 
been mentioned in the first text; for if the Jyotistonm mentioned in all the 
texts are one and the same, then, according to the second text, in the case 
of all recensional texts, and in all cases, the first (Soma) sacrifice to be 
performed would always be tho Jyolistotna, at which tho sacrificer will have 
been already initiated ; so that tho contingency of his being uninitiated at 
the performance of the Dvddashdha would be impossible ; as it would not be 
possible for the sacrificer of any other (Soma) sacrifice not to have already 
performed tho Jyotistoma and undergone tho initiation in connection with it. 
— Tantravdrlika — Trans., p. 906. J 
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(h) Another text indicative of the same conclusion from a similar 

reason, we have in the following — * Yai paksasammltdm vMisammiljfd 

minofl' (Maitra-Sam. 3. 4. 8), which mentions the two methods of measurintj 
the FJkdflashinl (a set of eleven sacrificial posts) by the * Pftksa' (Axle) and 
by the ‘ VedP (Altar), and deprecating and rejecting the former, favours 
the latter; this would bo possible only if the Act were different; for if 
the act were on(^ and the same, then it would not bo possible to do the 
measuring, in one case, by the ‘ Vedi' at all. — Why so? — Because the 
readers of one lieoension declare that ‘ the interstices of the Sacrificial 
Posts should bo of the measure of the akaa (axle) of the chariot’ (Tai. Sam. 
6. 0. 4. 1), according to whicdi, at all performances of the act, the measur- 
ing would have to bo done by the ^ axle/ (as herein declared); and there 
would bo no possibility of any measuring being done either l)y the * axle' 
or by the ^ altar', so that no favouring or accepting of the measuring 
by the 'altar' would be possibles. For this reason also the act must be 
different (so that at one the measuring would bo done by the 'axle' and 
at another by the 'altar'). 

(c) Another text indicative of the samc^ conclusion is the following ; — 
According to some recensions, wo find it declared in connection with the 
Jifolistoma that ‘there is to be an excjoss of only two verses in the chant 
over and above the Virnj ', — while according to other recensions ‘there is 
an excess of three over and above the Vfrdj'; there would thus be an 
incongruity if the act of spoken of in the two texts wore one and 

the same; on the other hand, if they are two different acts, then, at one 
Jj/otisfoma there would be * two ’ and at another ‘ three ’ ; for this reason 
also the A(;t must be different. 

(fl) Further, in connection with the Sdrnavnta sacrifice, we road that 
‘ the Paroddshins sit down [v. I. fast, ‘ apamsanti' \ while the Sdnndyifins hold 
the calves’; of these the Sdnndijifins are those who have performed pre- 
viously the (Soma) sacrifice, and the Purodd shins are those who have not ])er- 
formed it; now the presence of both of these at the Sdrasvata would be 
pi^ssible only if the Sdrasvala sacrifice inentionod in the different recensional 
texts were different; for if the Sdrasvata were one and the same, then 
(acirording to the Tdndtja text quoted above) the J ifotistonia will have been 
])orformed before in all cases (by all the persons concerned in the perform- 
ance of the Sdrasvata or any other Soma sacrifice) ; so that there would bo 
no possibility of any such priests being present at the Sdrasvata as have not 
perjormefl a jyrevious Soma sacrifice (i.e. Puroddshins). 

(c) "fhon again, in one recension we meet with the text ‘ Upahavyah- 
niruktahj agnifi.omo yajno rathantarasdmd, ashvah shydvo dakshid' ( Tandy a- 
Bril. 18. 3)’, — while in another we read, ‘ Upahavyah aniraktah, ukthyo yajno 
hrhatsdmd, ashvah shvUo rnknialaldto daksind' (which is entirely at variance 
with the former sentence); if the act (Upahavya) spoken of in these texts 
wore one and the same, then the specification of the two sdmans, Brhat and 
Rathantara, would bo superfluous ; for, according to one or the ol her of these 
two texts, the act would be accompanied either by the Brhat-Sdnmn or the 
Rathantara-Sdman, and the presence of those Sdmans would come in at the 
Upahamja (even without their being mentioned in the texts quoted) as 
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forming part of its arclietype; — on the other hand, if the two Upahavyatf 
are different acts, then the one at which Brhat-sdman is used would be 
totally different from that at which the Hathayxtam-samnn is used; hence 
the specification of these in the two texts is quite right and proper. 

From all this it follows that the act mentioned in one rcconsioiial text 
is different from the same mentioned in another reocnsional text.” 

SUTRA (9). 

[SiddhInta] — In ukality, the Act is one only, because of 

THERE BEINO NO DIFFERENCE IN (1) CONNECTION, (2) FORM, 

(3) INJUNCTION, AND (4) NAME. 

The vnew that “the act mentioned in one recensional text is different 
from the same mentioned in another recensional text ” is not right ; because 
as a matter of fact, the act mentioned in all recensional and Briihmana texts 
is one and the same; — (1) because there is no difference in the connection of 
the purpose; i.e. wo actually recognise the act to be the same and laid down 
with a view to the same purpose; — (2) the form of the act also — as consist- 
ing in the Material and the Deity — is the samc^; — (3) the injunction of 
human activity also is found to be exacjtly the same; and (4) there is no 
difference in the name . — Hence the (conclusion that the act mentioned in all 
the recensional and other texts is one and the same. 

SUTRA (10). 

[Answer to auoument (1) of the PCrvapaksa] — There 

COULD RE NO DIFFERENCE RASED UPON NAME : AS THE 
NAMES BELON(; TO THE VeDAS [AC(\ TO READINO 

‘chodanabhidhanatvat’I or, the names do 
not apply to the injunctions ok acts 
— [acc. to REA din tj ‘ actiodanarhidha- 
natvat’]. 

Bhnsya, 

It has boon argued .above [(I) undr-r Sutra 8| that “the dilferenee of 
the Act is based upon the differencs^ of the names (‘ Kd!hfik'a\ * Kdlnpaka^ 
and so forth]”, — this has been answercid (in the Bhusya under th(‘ same 
Sutra) by the argu?nent that the names an; those of fed'ts (not acts) ; — 
this answer has been met (by the Puroapaksin, undtT the same Sutra) by 
the argument that “IIk; nam(;s are actually found to be applied to acts 
also”. 

Now the answer (given in the present Sutra) to this argument of the 
Purrapaksin is as follows; — The argument propounded does not affect our 
i^osition; because as a matter of fact, it is by r(;ason of its connection with 
the text that the act is called ‘ Kdthahi ’ (or * Kdldpaka * etc.), — and it is not 
that it is by reason of its connection with the act that the text is called 
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* Kathaka' (or * Krddpaka' otc.). — “How is this got at?” — As a matter of 
fact, what we find is that when an act is connected with the text called 
' Kdthnka \ it comes to bo spoken of as ‘ Kcifhaka*. — “ What even if this is 
so?” — When the Act is called * Kdfhnka^ or * KCildpaka^ because it is 
connected with the text Kdthaka or the text Knldpaka, — then it is possible 
for one and tho same act to be called ‘ Kdthnka \ by reason of its connection 
with the text Kdthaka, and also to be called ‘ Kdldpaka ’ by reason of its 
oomu'ction with the text Kdldpaka [so that tho application of these nameft 
cannot prove that the Act must be different]. 


SUTRA (11). 

All acts woui.d becomk one act [if the acts were uecjarded 

AS DIFFERENT ON THE GROUND OF THE DIFFERENT 
NAMES ‘KATHAKa’ ETC.]. 

Bkdst/a, 

If the act mentioned in Iho Kdthnka recension were to be regarded 
as different from th(^ same act mentioned in the Kdldpaka recension, on tho 
ground of these different names ^Kdthnka' and ‘ Kdldpaka' being applied 
to tho act, — then all those acts would hav^e to be regarded as one and 
tho same to which any s»ich single name would bo applicable; i.e., all 
the acts that are called * Kdfhaka' (by reason of their being spoken of 
in tho Kdfhaka recension) would have to be regarded as one and the same; 
so that tho Agnihotm, tho Darshapurnnmdaa and th(^ J i/otistomaf — to which 
the single? name ‘ Kdfhaka ' would be applicable (on tho ground of their 
being spoken of in that text) — would have to be regaT(h*d as one and tho 
same act, on tho ground of tho ono name being applicable to them all. — 
In icality, however, all these acts are never regarded as ono and the same. 

For this reason also, the act (mentioned in one text) must be treated as 
one and thi; same as that act (mentioned in another text). 

SUTRA (12). 

Further, the name is one that has been coined. 

Bhdsya, 

Further, the name Kdfhaka', as applied to the act) could only be one 
that has been coined in modern times, — one that did not exist from before, 
but was applied to tho particular recension only since the time of tho 
Teacher of the name of Katha who proved himself to be an expert in the 
teaching of that particular recension. (Sec under Sutra 1. 1. 30.) ITndcr 
the circumstances (if tho application of the name were to make the act 
different, then) it would come to this that the act was not different before 
(the appearance of that Teacher and the consequent coining of tho name 
‘ Kdfhaka *), but it is different now; — which is absurd ! 
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SUTRA (13). 

[AnsWKR to AIUJUMENT (2) UNDER SUTRA 8] — EvEN TIfOlKill 
THE Act be one and the same, it may have 

DIVERSE EORMS. 

Bhdsya. 

Even when th{‘ act is one and the same, there may he diversity in its 
form, if there are texts to that effect. Rut, if there is such difference in the 
form according to express texts, that does not lead ns to regard the act as 
different when they are not actually recognised as different. 


SUTRA (U). 

(Answer to Akcumknt (3) under SiTtra SJ — The Injuxciton 
recardincj details pertains to the learn incj 

OF THE TEXTS. 

Hhdsya, 

As regards the argument that “there is dittenMiec^ in the particular 
details”, — these different details have been set forth with referonee t*> tiu* 
mastering of particular texts, and not with nfferenee to tlie perforrnanet* of 
tho act. — “How do you know this?” — This is eli*ar from the fact that in 
support of the diversity of details of the Rite, then* is neitht r Dirf'ct AestT- 
tion (nor Tndhjative jnark, nor Syntactical (kauu'etion, nor Context, nor 
Position, nor Name) ; -and that it is only found witli reh'renee to the study 
of the texts, and not to the performance of the rituals. 


SUTRA (lo). 

[Says the opponextI— “ The repeated mention will be as in 
THE case of ‘AoNEYa'.’' 

Bhflmfa, 

Jn argument (4) under Sfi. 8, tlie Pfirmpaksiti has declared tlie contin- 
gency of needless repetition as a ground for holding tho Act to be different ; 
the sense of this argument is that — “ in the case of the repeate<l mention of 
tlie Affneyrt in connection of the Anidnlsyu sacrifice (dealt with under 80. 
2. 3. 27-20), the view that the act (Agneya) should be repeated has been 
rejected on the ground that it would involve needless repetition of the same 
act; on tho same ground, that it would involve needless repetition, in the 
present case also, the view that ‘it is the same act’ should bo rejected”. — 
Now this argument of the Purvujxiksm has got to be answered. — Tho 
present Sutra is to be taken as reiterating the Purrapaksa argument. 
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SUTRA (16). 

[Answer] — In fact, however, there is no repetition, 

AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE METHOD OF 

DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, there is no repetition at all; it is the same subject 
of Agnihotm that is spoken of again and again by several persons; and 
when several persons speak of the same subject, it is not a case of ‘ J^epeti- 
tion\ If it wore so in the case of several Vedic texts, it would be so in the 
case of the same subject being spoken of several times in the same Vedic 

text also. From all this it is clear that there are not several acts in the 

case in question, but only one act. 

[SUTRA (IfiA) 

Because of the xoN-iNirEEENCE of texts. 

Tantravartika — This Sutra has escaped the notice of the author of the Bhanyai 
what it means is that the texts of several Recensions cannot bo retained in the 
memory of a single person.] 

SUTRA (17). 

All TlfAT IS NEEDED IS NOT PRESENT (iN EVERY ReOENSTON). 

BhfJ^vja, 

The term applied to the Vedic Recensions is ^Shflkhd' (Branch); this 
name is applicable to particular roccnsional texts only on the ground that 
all that is needed is not present (mentioned) in each of them; so that the 
I loams (offerings Tiientioned in the several texts) are like so many 
* bi-a riches hentie called ‘ Shdkkd ^ ; so that there are so many parts of the 
Veda, as there are hrnnrhes of the tree. — “Wherein does Uio similarity to 
Branches lie ? ” — "I’he branches are of different sliapes and diMeront posi- 
tif>ns, and no one branch contains all the flowers and fruits of the tree ; 
similarly in the case in question also, there is no recensional text of the \'eda 
which mentions all the accessories of sacritict's; thus the name * Shdkhd^ is 
applieabh* on the basis of this non- presence, of all that is needed . 

For this reason also the Act is one and the same. 

SUTRA (18). 

WlIAT IS TAUfJHT (iN ANY ONE TEXT) IS NOT FOR ANY ONE 

(class of Brahmanas) only. 

Bhdsya. 

The Aqnihotra mentioned in the Kdthaka text has not been en joined for 
any one (class of) persons: as it has been enjoined for the followers of the 
TniUmya text also ; as nowhere is any particular person mentioned. — The 
particular details also of the Aynihotra which are enjoined in any one text 



328 


SHABARA-BHASYA : 


are meant for all kinds of Aqniholm. So that the Aqnihotra of the follower 
of the Kdfhaka text is also for the follower of the Taitiinyn text ; as there is 
no word or expression that would conneet it with any particular class of 
persons only. Hence the conclusion is that all the recensional texts 
combine to lay down the single act of Agniholra complete in all its details. 

SUTRA (19). 

There is declaration ok completion. 

Bhdsya, 

People art? found to make such declarations as ‘ our Aqni is completed at 
this point as we find in the following passage — ‘ I'ho Agni of those belong- 
ing to the Mfiitt'dynnl Recension is completed at the AnvCirohas — but our 
Agni is not completed at those*. — Now if the ^ Agni* of the speaker were 
different from that of the ^[(litrllyam^s, how could they say — ‘our Agni 
is not completed here ’ ? — The only reasonable view is that the act is one and 
the same, so that the Ayivarohaa form part of the same act as performed by 
the speakers. 

SUTRA (20). 

("Answer to PilRVAPAKSi^ arcjuments (5), (0) and (7) under 
Sutra S] — Even if the act is one and the same (d) 

‘ THE DEPRECATORY DECLARATIONS, ’ (0) ‘ THE 
INCAPACITY, ’ AND (7) " THE DECLARATION OK 
COMPLETION* ARE QUITE EXPLICABLE. 


Bhdsya. 

(5) A ‘deprecatory declaration’ is made, not for the purpose of decry- 
ing what is deprecated, but for the purpose of glorifying its contrary; so 
that the deprecation does not necessarily imply the negativing of what is 
deprecated; what it implies is the affmning of its contrary. So that when 
a text deprecates that time of the Agniholra which has been enjoined by 
another text, all that is meant is that the two points of time are of)tional 
alternatives; and thus there is no incompatibility between the two texts. 

(()) As regards people who suffer from ‘incapacity’, they may not be 
able to carry out the entire body of details that are found enjoined in 
even one recensional text ; on the other hand, for those who have the 
requisite capacity, they may be able to carry out, not only the details laid 
down in their own text, but also those laid down in all the texts. This dis- 
crepancy regarding capacity therefore is not incompatible with the view 
that the Act is one and the same. 

(7) Lastly, as regards the ‘mention of completion’, people make use of 
the expression ‘it is finished’ (complete) in regard to an Act, only after 
some part of it has been done; e.g., at the Jyotistoma, after the operations 
of the Adhvarya have been finished, people speak of the Jyotistoma itself as 
having been ‘finished’ (complete). 
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SUTRA (21). 

As FOR THE MENTION OF THE OCCASION FOR EXPIATORY RiTES ; — 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purmpnicsa [argument (8) under Sutra 5J 
that expiation has to be performed in connection with the Post- sunrise 
Honia, as also in connection with the Pre-sunrise Hoinu, and that this would 
b<3 incompatible if the act of Homa were one and tlie same; — and this 
incompatibility ceases if the act is regarded as different.— Now this 
argument has got to be refuted. This iSulra is meant to recall the 
Purvapaksa argument (8). 


SUTRA (22). 

[The answer ls| — In reality it (the expiatory rite) 

WOULD always be DETERMINED BY THE METHOD 
WITH WHICH THE PERFORMANCE STARTED. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ o(i\ *in reality*, rejects the opponent’s view just sot forth. 
— 'rho argument brought forward by the Purvapaksa has no force against 
us. If the performance of the Agniholra starts with the determination to 
oiler the Homa after sunrise, then the performance becomes defective if the 
Houui is offered otherwise (i.e. before sunrise) ; and this makes the agent 
liable to the Expiatory Hite. — This method would bo quite compatible even 
with the view that the Act is one and the same. 


SUTRA (23). 

Inasmuch as Completion presupposes a beoinninc;, it would be 

RECOCNISED IN ACCORDANCE WTITI WHAT ONE MIOHT KNOW. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ completion ’ is used only in connection with what has had a 
beginning; — i.e. it is only what has been begun that is completed; so that 
when we have the notion that our * Agni^ has been completed, what we 
mean is that ‘ tho act that had been begun is completed ’. 

[Or, the Siitra might mean that, inasmuch as all verbal usage is dependent 
upon its previous acceptance ))y people, we couhl conclude that the ‘ completion * 
spoken of is like what we actually fiiitl to be. As for this practice, we find that even 
when the action has not been completed, as soon as tho details mentioned in one 
recension are completed, the Professors of that ilecension declare ‘our sacrifice 
ends here*, and hence there is no incompatibility between this declaration and our 
view — Tantravarlika, p. 917.] 
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SUTRA (24). 

[Answer to arijument (9a) under SO. 8] — The Indicative text is 

EQUALLY APPLICABLE (TO BOTH VIEWS) : BECAUSE WHAT IS 
STATED (RKCARDINIJ THE .IyOTLSTOMA BEING THE VERY 
FIRST SACRIFICE TO BE PERFORMED) APPERTAINS TO 
ALL (ReCENSIONAL TEXTS) ; NOR DOES THE 
TEXT ENJOIN A (JyOTISTOMA) SACRIFICE; 
CONSEQUENTLY THERE WOULD BE AN 
INCONGRUITY IN THE PERFORMANCE 
OF THE DvADASHAHA SACRIFICE. 


Bhdsfja. 


It has boon argued (9) that '‘the text * yarfi imrd Ptc.' 

indicates the possibility of the sacrifices at the Dvddashdha being performed 
by suoli men as have previously performed the sacnflce ( Jyotis^oma), as 
also by such as have not performed it, — and this would bo possible only if the 
act wore different, not if the act mentioned in all the Rocensional Texts were 
one and the same ”. — This, however, floes not affect our position ; because if 
the previously inUtated Agent may perform tho nvddashVm^ tlien the pre- 
viously uninitiated Agent may also do it. [That is all that tho indicative text 
indicates]. — As regards the Sdmaveda (Tdndya text rpioted by the 
Opponent), it does not contain an injunction of a different Jyotisfoma (in 
regard to which it might lay down the character of being the /tr.sf to be 
performed). — “What, if it is so ?” — Tho Ji/ofisfonia could be referred to (for 
tho piirpo.se of laying down the said character of being first) only in a passage 
where it has been enjoined. -So that oven under tho view that tho Act 
is different (as mentioned in different rocensional texts), all Jyoii^lmnn 
sacrifices would have to be regarded as having tho character of being tho 
first to be performed ; and hence ev'^cn under tho Purrapaksn view that the 
Act is different, the incongruity — in the shape of tho pnfsenco of uninitiated 
sacrificers at the performance of the Drddashdha — would have to be admitted 
I so that on this point, both the views, the Purropahm and the SiddhCinta, 
stand on the same footing |; consefpiently it does not affect the validity of 
the SUhthdntn at all. 
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SUTRA (25). 

[ANSWh3H TO AR(UJMENT (9b) UNDER SO. 8] — INASMUCH AS THE 
‘ MEASURINU * HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED IN RE(!ARD TO THE SUB- 
STANCE, THERE CAN BE NO CHOOSfNU FROM AMONG THE SEV- 
ERAL METHODS (of MEASURING); — ONE OR THE OTHER 
MIGHT BE CHOSEN FOR ADOPTION IN THE VARIOUS 
CASES, ON THE (iROUND OF (BOTH THE METH- 
ODS) BE1N(; MENTIONED; FOR THIS REA- 

SON THE TEXT SPEAKING OF THE TWO 
METHODS SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 
THE MERE STATEMENT OF A STAN- 
D1N(; FACT (that THERE ARE 
THESE TWO METHODS 
POSSIBLE). 

Bhdsya. 

Imiswuch a.s the measuring of fha substance has not been enjoined in 
rcfjartf to the ‘ A(jni^ sacrifice, the rule spoken of cannot be adopted in regard 
to tlie Tneasuring of the EkMashim (at the ‘ .If/ni’ sacrifice). As a matter 
of fiiel, when the Ehulashinl itself is not enjoined in regard to the ‘ Agni’, 
how could there be any measuring of it — oitlier ‘by the Axle' or ‘by the 
Altar ’ ? As a matter of fact, both those methods (of measuring) are spoken 
of for llie entirely different purpose of leading up to the injunction of the 
Ekdilashini, — the meaning of the entire context being — ‘ if the Ekddashini 
wore of the size of the Axle, there would be such and such an incongruity, 
while there would be no such incongruity if it wore of the size of the Altar, — 
who is to put an end to this doubtful state of things ? — [the answer is] that 
‘ to a shiifle Post, eieren animals should he tied up ’ | tliis last clause embodying 
the injunction of what has been called the Kkadnshinl, to which the state- 
ment of the two methods of measuring is supplementaryj. — Now, in connec- 
tion with the Vdehastomu and other acts, — as the declaration of tlie3 two 
methods of measuring would bo a mere statement of a standing fact, — at 
the Y upft ikddashi ni, the interstices in the Posts should have to be of the size 
of the ‘ axle (akm) of the (rhariof ; — and again, because of the said declara- 
tion (of the two metliods) being a more statement of a standing fact, oven 
though tlion^ be no actual measuring, either ‘ by the Axle ’ or ‘ by tht» 
Altar \ the said statement could bo explained as serving the purpose of 
h ading up to the injunction of the Ekddashinl ; so that there is no 
incongruity at all. 

['Phe .Siltni may also bo taken as follows:- -If the inoasuring by the Altar were 
not laitl down with regard to a substance, then there would bo no restriction in 
regar»l to the measuring Vjy the Axle and such otlier things, all of which would be 
equally implied; and this absence of restrietion would he repugnant to the direct 
assertion of ‘measuring hy the axle of the chariot ’. -In the ease in question, 
however, it is not so ; henco there is no incongruity.— 2’unrrarSrD’/:a— Trans., 
p. 918.] 
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SUTRA (26). 

[Answer to Porvapaksa argument (9c) of SC. S] — Inasmuch 
AS THERE IS INJUNCTION AS WELL AS PrOHTBTTION, THERE 
WOULD BE AN ‘EXCESS* IN ONE CASE. 

Bh(i>v/a. 

The Sodashi has boon enjoined in the sentence * Atirdf, re grhndti sodashi- 
nam^ ; — it has also boon prohibited in the sentence ‘ Ndtirdtre grhndti sodashi- 
nnm\ Thus in one case, there would he an excess of two, and in another of 
three, verses over a Vhdj. The difference, being thus explained, does not 
affect the Siddhdnta view. 

Question — “ Why should tJiere bo an excess of two or three versos ? ’* 
Ansioer — (rt) There is the three-fold Bahts paiXDndnn stotra, which makes 0 
verses; — (6) there are the ////cen-fold Ajyas, whose number being /our, these 
make GO verses; — (c) the number of verses in the Midday Pavamdna is 15 ; — 
these 15, with the original 9 [under (a)], make 24, which, with the 00 [under 
{b)] make S4; — {d) there are 4 Prsthns of 17, making up 68, and 17 of the 
Arbhava Pavamdna; thus those being 5 times 17, tho number comes to 
bo So ; — thosG So with tlie previous H-i, rnako up J60; — (c) there are 21 
verses in tho Yajiid-yajiilya-stotra, which, along with tho said 169, make up 
100 verses; — so say the Bruhnunm-texls, — 

In reference to the Aqnistoma only, it has been declared that ‘a com- 
plete Virdj consists of a group of ten verses*. [So far as the Alirdtra is 
concerned, the num])cr of ver.ses in tho *S7o/m.9 is as follows: — | 

B (a) There are tho three (additional) rounds of stotras for tho Ukthya, 
of 21 vcr.sos each, making up tho number 63; (^>) the (additional) stotra (for 
the) Sodashi has 21 verses; with these 21 wo get (63 f21 = ) 84 (additional) 
ver.ses. (r) There are three rounds of stotras of 15 verses nt the night 
Extractions, each round containing 4 such stotras ; these moke up (3 x 4 x 15 = ) 
180 verse.s, which give us complete Virdjas. (d) There is also the three-fold 
Rathantnra, the Panchasdman, which contains 9 versos. Thus a group of 9 
is added to 84 [under B (a) and (b), excluding the 180 verses of the night- 
extractions, under B (c), because they make up complcto Yirdjas] (and that 
gives 93, i.o. 9xl0-f-3). Thus three versos are loft over in these stotras 
after making up Virdjas, When the Sodashi cup is not held (and tho 
corresponding stotra not used), we have 21 versos less; and in this ca.so 
we have 2 versos left over in the chants after making up complete Virdjas. 
[63, as under B («) f-9, as xinderB (d)=-12—l x 10 f- 2J. [Consequently then? 
is hardly any difference between tho Atirdtra with the Sodashln and tho 
Atirdtra without the Sodashin.] 

Thus it is found that the indicative text quoted is quite compatible 
with tho Siddhdnta view that the Act is one and tho same. 

[The principal varieties of the Jyotiatoma are AgniHpma-Ukihya, Sodashin 
and Atirdtra. (A) In the first three there are three parydyas or rounds of the 
Kxtraction of Soma all in day time, and in tho last there are in addition 3 
extractions at ni'dit. In the AgniHotna, 5 stotras are ii.sed in the morning- 
extraction, 5 in the midday-extraction and only 2 in the evening. In the Ukthya, 
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tho evening extraction has also 5 slotras. The total is 15. In the Sodashin^ tliere 
is an additional stotra corresponding to the additional ‘^odauhl qrahn. In the night- 
extractions of the AtirMra, there are 4x.3=:12 slot ms ; and in the day-time the 
^odashin cup and stotra may or may not be iisecl. Now a stotra is a SSrna-chant 
based on some versos which arc sung with repetition in various groupings. Each 
constituent verso of a stotra is called a stotrhja. Now the total number of stotrlyas 
in the AfjmHoma is 190 which is a complete dividend of lU, which is tho number of 
syllal.>Ies in a pada of the VirSj metre. And as Vi raj stands for completion, 
Agnistoma is thus complete. In the nocturnal rounds, the Atirutra has got ISO 
stotrlyas, i.o. 18 cornplcto Virajas, in this peculiar lirahmana-computation ; and in 
liH Day -rounds, 93 stotrlyas with the Soffashin and S2 without; consccpicntly only 
3 or 2 are left over after dividing by 10 (the number of a Virnj line). Thcie 
is thus the difference of only one (1) and Shabara claims that that is no differenco. 
Consccpiently there is | 


SUTHA (27). 

[AJsSWKR to PuUVAPAKSA AROUMKNT (0(1) UNDER vSu. S] — In 
CONNE(3TION WITH THE ‘ SaRASVATA THERE IlEINt^ AN 
INCONOKUITY, — THE SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN 
WITH A CONDITIONAL ‘ WHEN 
Bhdsjfa . 

It has been argued [under (Od)] that “ it is possible for hot Ii * Sdnnayyhis ’ 
and ‘ Pfiroddshins^ to be present at the Sdrasrala, etc. <^te.’* — 1.0ur answer 
to this is that I as a matt(‘r of fact, all Sorno-saeriliecs arc preceded by th(‘ 
p(;rformaiiee of tlie J ijotislomn, so that (under both views) there would bo an 
iii(?oiigruity (in th(* pr<\seiiee of those who have not porforined a previous 
saeritiee — i.e. tlie PuroddsJiins, — along with tho.se who have not performed 
such a saeritiee, — at the same Sdrasmla) ; lienee (for both the Siddhfl)din 
and the Pfirvapaksin) it is necessary to add the conditional * yadd' (‘when’) 
t') tho sentence (fpiotc'd by the Purvapaksin), whieh has to be explained as 
‘ wlien the Sdiinayyins also arc in tho position of Paroddshins [as they are at 
Iho PaurnamasIJ, they should sit down (or keep fast), idc. ete.’ — [The different 
sacriticers are thus found to be mentioned only with a view to indicating the 
different time* of the performance, and not for laying down the difference in 
tho character of the sacritieer, — says the Tantravdrt ika. The sense of the 
argumtmi is that tho names ‘ Purodashin ’ and ‘{Sannilyyin’ arc not meant 
to bo taken in the technical sc;nsc of those wlio have not performed a pre- 
vious sacrifice, and those who fiave performed a previous saerifuio, hut only 
as indicatives of time, — the performers at the Panrnamdsi performance 
bi*ing called ‘ l*urodd,shins\ as Purcfddsha is tho material used at the 
Paimmmdsa sacritict*, and the performers at the Amdvdsyd performance 
being called * Sdntutyyfns\ because <S(7«w«//?/u ((uird-milk) is tho material 
u.s(*d at tho Amdrdsyd (Darsha) sacrifice. Thus it is that the same per- 
formers who wert* called * Sdnndyytns^ in eoniiection with tin* Darshu 
sacrifice come to be calU*d ‘ Puroddshins ’ in connection with tho Panrnamasa 
sacrifice, irrcsp(?ctivc of the fact of their having performed, or not performed, 
a previous Jyotiatoma sacrifice.] 
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SUTRA (28). 

As UEOARDS TUB ARiUJMENT THAT “AT THB ‘UpAHAVYA’, THE TWO 

Samans would come in by transference (from the 
Arche-type) ”, — 

Bhusya. 

It has been argued by the opponent [under (9e)] that “ at the Upahavija, 
the lirhai-Sdtmn and the Ralhanlara-Sdtnan would come in from its Arche- 
type itself, in the event of the TJpaJmvya being one and the same ; so that in 
that case, a separate injunction of the Sdman would bo entirely superfluous 
— This argument has got to bo refuted. — The present Sutra is only for the 
purpose of recalling the previous argument (of the Purvapaksin). 

SUTRA (29). 

[The answer is that] in reality, the repetition serves the 

PURPOSE of POlNTINCt OUT FURTHER DETAILS. 

The sentence quoted servos the purpose of pointing out further details, 
— the construction being — * if RathnnUira is the Sdman sung, then the sacri- 
ficial fee should consist of the white horse, —if Brhat is the Sdman sung, the 
sacrificial foe should consist of the Horse with f /olden forehead. 

8UTRA (30). 

The Veda also points to the same idea (of the Act beino 

ONE AND the SAME). 

Hhnsya. 

If the Act mentioned in all Recensions were not one and the same, — 
then, how could the act be enjoined in one Recension and its details laid 
down in another ? For instance, (a) the Maltrdyanl Recension does nejt 
mention the Samid and other Praydja.% and yet it speaks of its details in the 
sentence * Rtavo vai praydjdh snnmniya hotavydh' [Mai. Sam. 1. 4. 12; see 
Shata. Bra. 1. 5. 311. — (b) Similarly, in certain Recensions the mantra for 
plckimj up the stone, beginning with the words * Kutarurasi^ [Mai. Sam. 
1. 1. 6J, is not mentioneil, and yet oven in those Recensions wo find the 
assertion — ‘ Kukkufosityashmdnamupddatte, Kutarura.setl vd. — From all this 
wo conclude that it is one and the same act (spoken of in the several 
Recensions). _ 

SUTRA (31). 

[Objection] — “But, there beino distinct orders of procedure 
LAID DOWN in EACH RECENSION, THE INJUNCTION IN 
EACH SHOULD BE TAKEN AS DISTINCT.” 

Bhdsya. 

“If a man follows up the Injunctions laid down in Recensions other 
than his own, he must surely act against what is enjoined in his own 
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Recension ; for this reason, the act mentioned in the other Recensions 
should bo taken as dilTerent.” 


SUTRA (32). 

[Answer]— As tiierii; is no connection with any incompatible 

PROCESS, THE AcT IS TAKEN AS ONE AND THE SAME ; 

HENCE ALL THE 1nJUN( 3TIONS BEARINU UPON 
'I HAT ACT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
AEEORDTNCt INFORMATION 
ABOUT THAT SAME 

Act. 

Bhdst/a, 

Our answer to tho objection is as follows: — If we take the Act men- 
tioned in all Recensions as one and the same, there is no connection with any 
incompatible process ; as a matter of fact, there can be no conflict between 
Order and Syntactical Connection; as Order is the weaker and Syntactical 
Connection is the stronger of the two ; — and that all that is laid down in the 
various Recensions has to be taken together and acted up to (in the 
performance) is what is indicated by Syntactical Connection [while the Order 
of procedure is a matter of Order, which is weaker than Syntactical Connec- 
tion'], 

From all this it becomes established that one and the same Act is laid 
down in all Reconsional and all Brahmana texts. 


End of Pdda iv of Discourse 11. 


End of Discourse II. 



DISCOURSE III. 

Auxiliaries. 

PA DA T. 

Adhikarai^a (1) : Declaring the Subject- matter of the 

Discourse. 

SOTIIA (1). 

Now THEKE (follows) AN ACCOUNT OF AUXILIARIES. 


Bhdsi/n. 


[For a different explanation of the term * fihP.Bolakmnn'' — see Tnnttaoarlika — 
Trans., pp. 921-923, — where it is shown that thotenu may ])e taken as standing for 
all the rest of the Sntraft, i.e. Uiscourse.s IJI-XII, all of which deal with matters 
auxiliary to Dharma, and as such are included under the term * sh(lmlakmu(i\\ 

[Immediately after the treatment of the subject of the Differentiation of Acts, 
it becomes necessary to treat of the ‘auxiliary character’, because the due con- 
sideration of all other (piestiona of Motive, etc., dealt with under I^iscourse IV et. 
aeq. i.s dependent upon the (pie-stion of ‘auxiliary character’. — Tantravartika — 
Trans., p. 921.j 

The account of ‘Different Acts’ has been finished; next we shall deal 
with the account of the ‘ Auxiliary’ |whoro wo shall deal with the following 
questions] — What is an ‘ auxiliarN' ’ ? For what reason is somothing an 
‘ auxiliary’ ? In what way i.s it used ? It will be pointed out that ‘ Direct 
Assertion’ and others are the means by which the u.se of the Auxiliary is 
determined ; the relative strength of these means will be discussed ; and also 
other matters relating to and arising out of thesi* subjects. 



Adhtkaba^a (2): {Definition of * Auxiliary 

SCTRA (2). 

The Auxiliary is an ‘auxiliary’ recause it serves the 

PURPOSES OF ANOTHER. 

Bhdsya, 

In this Sutra we have th(3 definition of the Auxiliarv', and also the state- 
m(int of the grounds on which it is an ‘ auxiliar\' * ; — both these are pointed 
out hero. The definition is that ‘that which helps another is called auxil- 
innj ’ ; for instance, when people help others, they say, ‘ in this matter we 
are auxiliaries *. 

Objection — “ In some cases, even the Principal Factor also helps another ; 
e.g. though the Teacher is the Principal person at the institution, yet he 
helps his pupils by imparting intellectual and moral instruction.” 

Answer — It is true that the Principal Factor sometimes# helps others ; but 
wo call that thing ‘Auxiliary’ which exists entirely for helping others; 
such for instance as the ‘born slave’ who is purchased for the sole purpose 
of working for the master, and the ox is purchased only for the purpose of 
carrying loads for the master. 

“ But the master also, when making provision for the born slave, would 
(by that act be helping him and thus) become subservient (auxiliary) to 
him. [So that even the born slave cannot be said to exist entirely for 
helping others.] ” 

T t is not so, we reply ; because even when making provision for the 
slave, the master subserves his own purpose ; the help accrues to the slave 
only because the master’s own interests are inseparably bound up with the 
well-being of the. slave. Similarly in the case of making provision for the 
Ox. So what we call an ‘ auxiliary ’ is that which always and absolutely 
exists for another. 

Objection — “ What is it that has already been dealt with before, under 
the Sutra 2. 1. 8, where it has been stated that — ‘ thost* that are meant to bo 
productive of a material substance are to bo regarded as subsidiary* ? 
[That is to say, under the Sutra quoted, the subsidiary character having 
been already explained, why should the same matter be taken up again ? ] ” 

Answer — Under that Sutra, what was shown was that those verbs 
which spoke of acts bringing about visible results cannot bo regarded as 
serving any transcendental purpose; while under the present Sutra wo have 
the definition of all kinds of AuxilUxries, 


22 



ADiriKA.RALNrA (3) : [Enumerating Auxiliaries J] 

SUTRA (3). 

“[The ‘Auxiliary character’ belonus] to Substances, 
Properties and Preparations”, — says Badari. 

Bhdsya. 

The teacher Badari has opined that the term * auxiliary ’ can be applied 
only to Substances, Properties and Preparations, — not to Sacrifices, Results 
and Agents. — (a) The Substance serves the purposes of the Act ; if the Act is 
to be done for a purpose, it must be accomplished by means of a substance ; 
— no Act can bo accomplished without a substance; — therefore for the ac- 
complishment of the Act, a substance has to be found out ; — thus Substance 
serves the purposes of the Act. — (b) The Property serves the purpose of 
distinguishing the particular substance that has been enjoined; — there is 
need for sucli distinguishing of it, — as it is only a particular qualified sub- 
stance that can be the means of accomplishing an act ; — thus the Property 
also helps the Act though the substance, and this ‘ serves the purposes ’ of 
the Act, — (c) The Preparation is that on the accomplishment of which a 
certain thing becomes fit for some purpose ; — this also ‘ serves a useful 
purpose * in the accomplishment of an Act ; so that this also ‘ serves the 
purposes of another*. — Thus it is that Substances, Properties and Prepara- 
tions are ‘ auxiliaries * inasmuch as they serve the purposes of another. 

Sacrifices, Results and Agents are 7iot auxiliaries. — Tiie Sacrifice is to be 
performed by the Agent, and when that has been performed, there is 
nothing else to be done by him. The purpose of the Agent is the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice itself, as for the other things, substance and the rest, 
they serve the purposes of the sacrifice and are ‘ auxiliary ’ thereto ; the 
sacrifice itself is not performed for accomplishing anything (to which it 
could be ‘auxiliary*); as the Result also is not brought about by the 
sacrifice, the fact being that when the sacrifice is performed, the Result 
comes by itself; — from the Veda also all that wo know is that ‘ the Result 
comes about when the sacrifice is performed and there are no words to the 
effect that ‘ the Result is brought about by the Sacrifice ’. — Thus the 
Sacrifice is not ‘ auxiliary * to anything. — As regards the Result, that also is 
not enjoined in reference to the Agent; — all that the text of the Veda says 
is ‘ one who desires Heaven should perform the sacrifice * ; it says nothing as 
to whether the Heaven is for the Agent himself or for someone else; 
the term used in the text is * 8vargakdmah\ ‘desirous of heaven*; and 
one becomes ‘ desirous of heaven * merely by having a desire for Heaven ; — 
hence Heaven (the Result) is not understood to be ‘auxiliary* to the 
Agent; — hence the Result also cannot be an ‘auxiliary*. — If then, neither 
the Result nor the Sacrifice is enjoined as an ‘ auxiliary *, in regard to what 
could the Agent be the ‘ Principal * ? He is however clearly ‘ auxiliary • 
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to the Act (Sacrifice), because he is a 'substance’ (not because he is the 
‘ Agent’). 

For these reasons, Badari has opined that the auxiliary character belongs 
to Stibstances, Properties arid Preparations only, 

SOTRA (4). 

Actions as also (abe ‘ auxiliaby*), because they sebve the 

PUBPOSE OF THE RESULT, — SAYS JaIMINI. 

Bhdsya. 

The Teacher Jaimini however has held that Actions also are auxiliaries ; 
ho did not, like Badari, hold that the auxiliary character is restricted to the 
three aforesaid things only. What Jaimini saw was that the Sacrifice is 
enjoined, not as something to be accomplished (in itself), but as a means of 
accomplishing the Result, for one who desires that Result ; it is only when 
thus taken that what is directly enjoined in the texts becomes followed ; and 
there can be no doubt as to the Injunction serving a useful purpose. This 
same idea is going to be further supported by the Sutras themselves, under 
Discourse VI ; all that is done here is that the idea that * actions serve to 
accomplish Results ’ being accepted as established (under Discourse VI), it 
is shown that the Action is * auxiliary ’ (to the Result). — Thus it is clear that 
there can be no such restriction as that * Substances, Properties and 
Preparations only are auxiliaries’, — the Sacrifice also being 'auxiliary’ 
to the Result. 

SUTRA (5). 

The Result also (is an ' auxiliaky as it is for the 

PURPOSE OF THE AoBNT. 

Bhdsya. 

The Result also is declared with reference to the Agent ; the meaning 
of the Injunction is that ‘the sacrifice is to be performed by a person 
who desires that Heaven may become his ’, — and not that * the Heaven 
sliould obtain itself ’ ; — that such is the meaning is clear from the use of the 
Atmanopada ending (in the injunctive word *yajeta\ ‘should sacrifice’), 
which ending is used only when the Result of the act is meant to accrue to 
the Agent ; — so that the sacrifice is performed in order that the Agent may 
experience (enjoy) the Result. Thus the conclusion is that the Result is 
asserted as following from the Sacrifice for the sake of the- Agent, and not 
merely for its own accomplishment. Thus the Result also is an * auxiliary *. 

SUTRA (6). 

The Agent also (is an 'auxiliary’), as he is for the 

PURPOSE OF THE ACTION. 

Bhd§ya, 

The Agent also is found to be mentioned as an auxiliary to such acts as 
the measuring of the Udumbara Post (which has to be of the height of the 
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Agent). — Thus there can be no such restriction as that Substances, Properties 
and Preparations alone can be ‘ auxiliaries 


On the subject-matter of this Adhikaram, the revered Vrttikdra has 
come to the following conclusion: — In relation to the Sacrifice, it is only 
Substances, Properties and Preparations whoso ‘auxiliary character’ is 
absolute [these alone are such as are always * auxiliary ’ to the Sacrifice] ; the 
‘auxiliary character’ of the others (Actions, Results and Agents) is only 
relative [they are both Principal and Auxiliary] ; for instance, the Sacrifice 
(Action) is ‘Principal’ in relation to the Substance, but ‘auxiliary’ to the 
Result ; the Result is ‘ Principal ’ in relation to the Sacrifice, but ‘ auxiliary ’ 
to the Agent; — and the Agent is ‘Principal’ in relation to the Result, but 
‘ auxiliary ’ to acts like the Measuring of the Udumhara Post . — Thus then, the 
Restriction of the auxiliary character to Substances, Properties and Prepara- 
tions (as held by Badari) is quite right, as in relation to the Sacrifice, 
Substances, Properties and Preparations are always ‘ auxiliary’. 



ADHiKARAijrA (4) : Preparatory Acts like ‘ Nirvaparm ’ are 
applicaJl)le to definite things, according to the useful 
purpose served by it. 

SUTRA (7). 

Ttijsy are connected with a definite purpose. 

Bhdsya. 

[The ‘ auxiliary character’ having boon defined, we now proceed to consider the 
manner in whjoh the auxiliaries are employed in actual practice. The present 
Adhikarana deals with the employment of Preparations^ followed by that of Sah- 
stances. Objects or Implements in Adhikaratia 5, and of Properties in Adhikarana 7.] 

Thoro are the two sacrifices of the Darsha-Purnamdaa enjoined in the 
t(*xt ‘ Darahapurnamdmhhydm svargakdmo yajeta * ; — and in connection 
with thesf^ the following accessory details are found mentioned — (a) Nirva- 
2 iana {Pouring out), Prokmna (water-sprinkling), and Avahatmna (threshing) 
and so forth, in relation to grains; —(6) Utpavana (clarifying), Vildpana 
(melting), (irahana (holding) and Asddana (placing) and so forth, in relation to 
Putter \— (v) ASVwMdAamna ( Fetching of Twigs), Oavdm^praathdpana (Fetching 
of the Cows), Oavdm-praandvana (making the cows yield milk) and so on, in 
relation to the Sdnndyya (Curd-milk). [All these details are of the nature of 

* Preparation Safnakdra,] 

Tn regard to these there arises the queation — are all these details to be 
performed in connection with all the throe kinds of substances — Grains, 
Butter, and Curd-milk ? Or are they to bo performed only where they may 
serve a useful purpose ? 

Objection to the queation : — “ As a matter of fact, the preparatory details 
referred to are always found mentioned along with definite substances — o.g. 
the text ‘ V rlhinuvafuintV (speaks of the Threshing as to be done to the 
Vrihi Corn), ‘ Tandnlun pinasti ’ (speaks of the Pounding as to bo done to the 
Husked Grains). So that there can be no room for any such doubt as finds 
place in the Question [as none of the Preparatory Details is over found men- 
tioned except in connection with a definite substance.] ’* 

The answer to this is that it is true that they are found to bo spoken of 
as connected with definite substances ; but the fact of the matter is that while 
the details like Threshing are spoken of by Direct Assertion (through such 
words as * avahantV), their connection with the substances like Vrihi is 
indicated only by Syntactical Connection (of the verb ‘ avahanti ’ with the word 
‘ rrlhtn * ) ; [so that the general applicability to all substances of the Thresh- 
ing is more authoritative than its special application to the Vrihi corn only.] 
— Thus there is room for the doubt expressed in the Question. 

On this question, the view that appears to be most reasonable is that 

* they are connected with a definite purpose * ; — * artha * stands for prayojana, 
purpose ; — that is, the preparatory acts are to be performed only where, on 
being performed, they serve a useful purpose; such acts, for instance, as 
Prathana (spreading out) can serve no useful purpose in connection with 
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Butter and Curd-milk; and hence they are not to be done to those sub- 
stances; similarly acts like Utpavana (clarifying) are not to be done to 
Grains or Curd-milk ; and acts like Fetching the Twigs are not to be done 
to Butter and Grains — “But we actually find it directly declared that* all 
are to be done to all * **. — ^We do not yot know whether they are so declared 
or not; in fact, this is exactly what we have got to consider. — But even if 
they were so declared, they should not be done where they servo no useful 
purpose. 

[As against this preliminary statement of the Siddhdntaj wo have the 
following Piirvapaksa ,] — 

SUTRA (8). 

[PCrvapak^a] — “What is enjoined should pertain to all 

THINGS, BECAUSE IT IS EQUALLY CONNECTED WITH ALL, 

AND BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE OF 

Context ”. 

“ What we have to say in answer to the above statement is as follows ; 
If an act were one recognistid as to be done, only on the basis of an implica- 
tion (e.g. the employing of unhusked rice being laid down, it implies the 
doing of the act of threshing for the husking), — then such an act would 
naturally be performed only in cases where it could serve a useful purpose*. 
The preparatory rites under consideration, however, are such as are all 
directly enjoined; so that it is not that those should bo performed only 
whore they serve a visible purpose ; — ^whoro then ? — wherever they are 
enjoined ; and the acts in question are recognised to be such as are enjoined 
in all cases. — How so ? — Because it is equally connected with all, a'tul hecxiuse 
there is no dijjerence of Context; that is to say, (a) all things — Butter, 
Grains and Curd-milk — ore equally connected with, or related to, the 
Apurva (Transcendental Result of the main Act), in the relation of cause 
and effect; i.e. in all those cases, wherever the acts are done, they arc 
recognised as done for the bringing about of the Transcendental Result; — 
(6) secondly, the Context also is the same, being enjoined in which, therefore, 
the details become recognised as enjoined for all the substances. — From 
these two reasons it follows that all the acts in question are to be done to 
all the substances. — As for the argument that all the acts do not servo useful 
purposes in connection with all substances, — our answer is that, on the 
strength of the injunction itself, they have to bo regarded as serving useful 
purposes with all substances; — this ‘ purpose ’ may bo of an invisible (trans- 
cendental) character.” 


SUTRA (9). 

[Siddhanta] — Where there is no useful purpose (to be served), 

THERE should BE NO ACTION. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that all the acts should be done to all the substances ; 
in fact, acts do not deserve to be performed in cases where they do not 
serve any useful purpose, — as we have already explained. 
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Says the Opponent — But on the strength of their Injunction itself, 
they should be taken as serving a useful purpose in all cases.** 

Certainly not, we reply. [For reasons detailed in the following Sutra.] 

SUTRA (10). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE RESULT ALWAYS APPEARS ALONO WITH 
THE Operation ; if there were no (visible) Result, then 

ALONE COULD THIS ABSENCE (OF ReSULTS) JUSTIFY AN 
ASSUMPTION ON THE BASIS OF WHAT IS 

expressed by the words. 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, there is no such Injunction as would justify the performance of 
all the acts with all the substances; — nor do we perceive any useful purpose 
(served by all in all cases) by Sense-perception or by any othe]> means of 
cognition. As for Presumption, that also would be nect^ssarily operative (in 
justifying the assuming of purpose) only in a case where there is a distinct 
Injunction in actual words, — in no other case; that is to say, when as a 
matter of fact, wo know that such acts as Prathana (Sprc*ading out), when 
performed over Butter and Curd-milk, serve no visible purpose, we 
could be justified in presuming an invisible purpose, only if, without such a 
presumption, the injunction of those acts in that particular context were 
found to be unjustifiable (meaningless); — as a matter of fact, those acts 
have to bo enjoined in connection with Grains, in connection with which 
visible results in the form of unhusking and the like are found to appear 
along with the operation — of threshing and the like; — there is need too 
for this unhusking, as without it, the Cake could not be prepared. Such 
being the ease, the injunction of the act in question in the Context is found 
to seivo a useful purpose. Thus then, whtm the injunction of the Act is 
found useful in connection with Grains, there can be no ground for pre- 
suming an invisible Result (as resulting from the performance of the act 
in question over Butter and Curd-milk), Hence no such invisible result 
can be presumed. — If in the case of the threshing done to the Vrihi, no such 
visible result as the preparation of the Rico (by unhusking) were found to 
appear, then, in the absence of such a result, we might take the purpose 
served to consist in what is spoken of by the words of the text, irrespectively 
of any visible Result ; so that an invisible result might be taken as following 
from the act (of Threshing) as done to the Butter and the Curd-milk [solely 
on the basis of the fact that these substances also are mentioned in the same 
Context]. — From all this it follows that acts like Prathatm (Spreading out) are 
not to bo done over all the substances. — Similarly with acts like Clarifying and 
those like Fetching the Twigs , — Thus it becomes established that it is not 
right that all the acts are to be done to all the substances ; and that acts 
like Prathana (Spreading out) should not be done to Butter and Curd-milk, 
— they are to be done to Herbs only ; — acts like sprinkling should bo done 
to Butter only, nor to Grains or to Curd -milk ; and acts like Fetching the 
Twigs should be done to the Curd-milk, not to Butter or to Grains. 



Adiiekarainta (5) : Implements like ‘ Sphya ’ have their 
employment restricted in accordance with their 
connections. 

SUTRA (11). 

On account of its connection with the originative text, the 
Implement should be taken as enjoined for the purpose 
of that (which is mentioned in that text). 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Darshapumamdsa saorifioos, in eonneetion with which we 
read — Sphtjaifhcha. Kapdlani cha. (8-4) Agnihotrahavanl cha. Shiir^ 
padcha. (5-()) KrandjinancM^ Shamyd cha, (7-8) Ulukhalancha, Musa^ 
lancha, (0-10) Drsachcha, Upald cha — etdni vai dasha yajildyudhdni* [wliere 
Sphya and the rest are laid down as the ‘ ten sacrificial implements ’ ] 
(Taitti. Sarii. 1. 6. 8. 8). 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are these implements 
enjoined here for the doing of everything that can be done with them ? Or 
for doing that only in connection with which they are mentioned ? 

On this wo liave the following Purvapakfta: — “They are enjoined here 
for the doing of anything and everything that can be done with them ; — 
why ? —because it is only thus that the injunctions serve a useful purpose; 
otherwise they would be mere references serving no useful purpose. Further, 
the circumstance that ‘ there is no difference of Context ’ applies equally to 
all things. Lastly, the fact that thej^ are called * sacrificial implements ’ 
shows that they are all equally connected with the ‘sacrifice*. — From all 
this it follows that all the implements are to bo used in all cases.’* 

Against this Purvapaksa, wo have the following Siddhdnta: — ‘Ow 
account of its connection with the originative text, the Implement sho'tdd he 
taken as enjoined for the purpose of that which is mentioned in that text * ; — 
i.e. when an act is spoken of in the originative text, as connected with an 
Implement, that act should bo done with that Implement; e.g. the origin- 
ative text being (1) * Sphyena uddhanti^ (Digs up with the Sphya), where 
tho indication of Syntactical Connection is that the Sphya is to be used for 
doing the Digging, — it follows that the Digging is not to be done by any 
other implement save the Sphya. If this view is accepted, then, the using 
of the Sphya having been enjoined in this same text, its mention in the 
sentence * Sphyashcha Kapdlani cha, etc.’' would be a mere reference to it 
for the purpose of asserting that ‘ these are the ten sacrificial implements.* — 
In this way the mention of each one of the implements would be a reference 
to it as enjoined in the originative text laying down the action to be 
done with it; these originative texts being — (2) ^ Kapdlesu shrapayatV 
(‘ Bakes on the pans*), (3) *Agnihotrahavanyd havimsi nirvapatV Pours the 
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grains with the AgnihotrahavanV), (4) ^ Shurpena vivinakti' (‘Separates 
the husks with the winnowing basket ’), (5) ^ Rrmryinamadhastat ulukhatasya- 
vaatrndtV (‘ Spreads the antelope-skin under the mortar’), (6) * Shamydydm 
draadupadadhdli^ (‘Places the lower pounding stone on the Shamyd 
stick*), (7-8) *Ulukhalamusaldbhydm amhantV (‘Husks the grains with 
mortar thestle’), (9-10) * Draadupaldhhydm pinaafi' (‘Pounds with the two 
stones’). — It is only through Context that all the Implements would 
be indicated as to bo used for all the acts, while through Syntactical Con- 
nection the use of each becomes restricted to the act along with which it is 
mentioned in the originative text. — As for the term ‘ YajMyudka' (‘ Sacri- 
fujial Implements’), which may be taken as laying down the use of the 
implements by means of this common term, the indication of this also 
would be set aside (by what is indicated by the particular originative texts) ; 
because a particular injunction by a general statement is only indirect, while 
a particular injunction by a particular statement is direct, — From all this it 
becomes established that each of the Implements is to bo used only for that 
particular act with which it is connected in the originative text. 



Adhik ARANA (6): Properties like * Redness^ are restricted^ 

not mixed up. 

SUTRA (12). 

Whkn the Substance and the Property serve the same pur- 
pose, THEY HAVE THE SAME FUNCTION ; AND HENCE THERE 
SHOULD BE RESTRICTION. 

Bhdsya. 

With reference to the Purchase (of Soma) at the Jyotistoma, we have the 
text — * Artinayci pingdksyd ekahdyanyd somamkrxndtP (cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 
C. 7) [* One purchases Soma with a tawny-eyed and one-year-old (cow), which 
is red\ where * arunayd \ ‘red’, stands for the property^ and the other two 
terms stand for the substance, animal. There are other texts such as — 

* Ajayd krindiV (‘Purchases it with the she-goat’), 'VCtsasd IcrlndtP 
(‘ Purchased with the cloth ’), and so forth]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question : — Does the property 
of Redness go with the entire context (qualifying all that is mentioned in 
the Context) ? Or does it go with the one-year-old cow only, and that too 
in connection with the act of Purchasing only ? 

Objection to the question — ** Why should there be any such doubt when 
the connection of ' redness ’ with the ‘ purchase * is clearly expressed by tho 
words ‘ arunayd krindti ’ ? ” 

Answer — All that the word expresses is that the unsubstantial (shapeless) 
property of Redness is the instrument of the act (of Purchase), — this fact 
being expressed by the third case-ending in the term ‘ arunayd ’ expressing 
instrumentality ; and yot no unsubstantial object can ever bo the means of 
accomplishing an act; — hence it would seem to us that the property of 
Redness has no connection with tho act of Purchasing; and yet it is not 
likely that an authoritative text \vould assert what is impossible ; — there may 
bo all this supposition in our mind. With the notion that some sort of 
connection might be possible (between the Redness and the Purchasing), there 
arises a desire to search out some way of making the text yield some sort 
of a valid cognition; while pondering over this, if we can find some 
capacity (in the Redness) to be connected with the act (of Purchasing), then, 
on the basis of the two words being syntactically connected, we shall apply 
tho Redness to the act of Purchasing only; — if, on the other hand, even 
though looking out with all due care, we cannot find any way of makinjg a 
connection between the two possible, then, we shall admit a syntactical split 
and connect the Redness with tho entire Context. — For these reasons, the 
question that has been raised is deserving of full consideration. 

On this question we have the following Purvapak^a : — 

“ The property of Redness is connected with the entire Context ; — why ? 
— because it is equally connected with the whole (all that is mentioned in the 
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Context) and because there is no difference of Context [the same reasons that 
have been put forward by the Purvapaksa under Su. 8]. — ‘ Syntactical Con- 
nection being more authoritative than Context, the Redness should be con- 
nected with the act of Purchasing only *• — Such is not understood to bo tho 
sense of the text; not even a hundred texts could lay down what cannot 
be done; if one were to say ‘Burning should be done with Tracer and 
wotting should be done with Fire\ — could he over be regarded as making 
a reasonable statement ? In fact, no unsubstantial thing can ever be the 
means of accomplishing an act. It is for this reason that no connection 
between the words ‘ arunayd ’ and ‘ krlndti * being possible, the two cannot 
be taken as syntactically connected.” 

Objection (to the above jPiirvajpaAraa -reasoning) — The word * arunayd* 
(‘red’) does not denote property^ it denotes the substance', — how? — 
because it is in the Feminine Gender; it is only particular substances (objects) 
that are either Feminine or Masculine or Neuter) and the Feminine end- 
ing is appended to that noun- base which denotes a female substance ; and it 
is a Feminine ending that we find in the term ^arunayd* (red); — hence we 
conclude that this term denotes a substance. 

Answer (given by the Purvapaksin) — “ This is not right ; when a certain 
substance is characterised by the property of redness, then alone it becomes 
capable of being spoken of as ‘ ammi ’ (red) ; if that same substance were 
characterised by a property other than redness, it could not be spoken of as 
‘ aruna ’ ; — thus then, while the term ‘ aruryi * is inseparable from the 
property of redness, it is not so inseparable from the substance; — hence it 
follows that it is tho property that is denoted by the term ^ aruiia\ Thus 
tho fact of the term denoting a property is perceived directly, while tho 
fact of its denoting a substance could only be got at through Inference 
in the form—* Because the noun-base in the word aruruxya lias taken the 
Feminine ending, therefore it must denote a substance * ; — Direct Perception 
is always more authoritative than Inference; — for this reason tho term 
‘ arunayd ’ must be taken as denoting the property. — ‘ How then is tlie 
presence of tho Feminine ending to bo accounted for ? ’ — Words denoting 
properties also take the Feminine Gender; for instance, just as wo have the 
expression (a) ‘ orand buddhih* or (6) (v.l.) * karund buddhih* [where tho 
substance, Buddhi is spoken of as having the property of redness, and the 
word ‘ aruiid ’, which denotes the property, is in the Feminine Gender, — (b) 
or in the other reading, tho substance, Buddhi, is spoken of as having the 
property of compassion, and the word ‘ karund ’ denoting that property takes 
the feminine ending], — in the same manner we may account for the 
Feminine Gender of the word *aruvd* (in *arui^>aya*, in the sentence under 
consideration). — And if the word denotes a property, then it cannot be 
connected with tho act of Purchasing, — Consequently, we must have re- 
course to syntactical split and connect tho term with the entire Con- 
text,” 

Says the Objector (to the Purvapaksin)— li tho Redness is not connected 
with the act of Purchasing, it can be connected with the other term in 
the same sentence, ‘ ekahdyanyd * (‘ one-year-old * ), so that there would bo 
no syntactical split. 



348 


SHABAEA-BHA^rA : 


The Purvapakain answers — “ That cannot be ; what the term ‘ arurm ’ 
denotes is the Property only, not the Property and the Substance both, — while 
the term ‘ ekahdyanl * denotes the substance only, not the substance along 
with a property; — under the circumstances, how could we recognise any 
connection between the two in the absence of the Genitive ending ? ” 

The Opponent to the Purvapaksin says — Even in the absence of the 
Genitive ending, we can regard the two terms (‘ arunayd * and ‘ ekahdyanyd *) 
as co-ex tensive (in apposition), by reason of both having the same case- 
ending; just as we do in the case of the expression ‘ nllam utpalam \ 

The Pui'vapaksin replies — “ This is not possible ; in fact, by its very 
form (and nature) the term ^aruna* denotes a property, while its co- 
extensivenoss with the term ‘ ekahdyanl * (one-year-old) can only be 
assumed through a Syntactical Connection based upon the fact of the two 
words arunayd' and * ekahdyanyd') having the same case-ending, and 
also upon the proximity of the term * ekahdyanl ' ; — and Syntactical Connec- 
tion cannot bo more authoritative than Indicative Power; hence what has 
been just said is not right.” 

The Opponent of the Purvapaksin urges the following argument: — 
When it is found that a word, if taken merely as denoting a property, is in- 
capable of being connected with any other word, — then, in order to guard 
against the word being uninstructive and hence useless, it is taken as 
denoting a substance; and under those circumstances, it comes to be syn- 
tactically connected with some other term (like ‘ ekahdyanl ')yfh\c\\ is in close 
proximity to it, and has also the same case-ending as the word itself, — and 
hence co-extensive with it. It is in this same way that we have such 
expressions as ' nllam utpalam ’. — The case with the word ‘ arunayd ' is exactly 
like this ; if it is taken in its own sense (as denoting property), it becomes 
dissociated from the sentence and ceases to have any sense at all even in 
the entire Context. — Why so ? — For the same reason that it cannot be 
connected with the act of purchasing, — namely, the reason that what is itself 
unsubstantial cannot be the means of accomplishing an avt ; — nor can it be 
connected with substances conducive to the accomplishment of th(^ act; 
because a word which denotes a mere property cannot signify a substance ; 
— and this same will be the reason why the word cannot have an\' connec- 
tion with the Context ; because if it were connected with the Context at all, 
then it could be so either by being connected with the act (spoken of in the 
Context), or with the substances conducive to the fulfilment of those acts; 
and both those connections have been shown to be impossible. — For all 
those reasons, in order to save it from becoming meaningless, we must take 
the term ‘ arund ' as connected with the term ‘ ekahdyanl ' which is in close 
proximity to it ; and there need be no syntactical split. 

“ It is not so ”, replies the Purvapaksin ; “ the term ‘ arund. ' cannot be 
taken as qualifying the ekahdyanl ; — why ? — because the term ‘ arund ' 
appears along with the third case-endiny, and through the force of this 
third case-ending, it can only be taken as qualifying an act; as agents 
(kdrakas denoted by the case-endings) are connected with acts, not with 
substances. Thus then, through the direct signification of the third case- 
ending, the word should be taken as qualifying an act, — and on the strength 
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of Syntactical Connection^ it should be taken as qualifying the substance, 
ekakdyanl ; — and Direct Signification is more authoritative than Syntactical 
Connection. Hence the word (* arunayd^) cannot bo connected with the 
ekahdyanl,'* 

The Pdrvapaksui* 8 Opponent — The property not being capable of being 
connected with the acU no significance can attach to the case-ending (in 
*arunaya*); it is for this reason that the connection of the property with 
the ekakdyanl is admitted (even though it is not directly signifitKl). 

The Purvapaksin answers — “ This also is not possible ; if the idea is 
that, inasmuch as no significance attaches to the case-ending, the word 
*anmayd\ though denoting a property, should be taken as denoting a 
substance, — then, in that case (the case-ending having no significance), the 
noun-base would be all that would bo significant, and in that case the right 
ending would be the Nominative one (acc. to Panini’s Sutra * Prdtlpadikdrfha 
,,,,mdfre pratJuinui " ) ; specially as a word with the third case-ending 
(Instrumental) could not express the connection (desired by the Opponent). 
The mere fact that something is not othorwdse possible cannot justify the 
assumption of such a meaning (of a word) as is impossible ; for instance, in 
the case of the assertion ‘ the boy is standing in the fire’, the mere fact of 
the standing being impossible in the fire does not justify the assumption that 
the word * fire ’ moans horse or ox, — all that is admitted is that the word 
‘ lire* signifies near the fire. Similarly in the case in question, inasmuch as 
the word which is without the first case-ending cannot bo taken in the sense 
of the noun -base pure and simple. Prom all this it follows that the word 
‘ arunayd ’ might well bo regarded as meaningless ; it can never be taken to 
have any connection with the ‘ ekakdyanl ’. 

Says the Purvapakshi*s Opponent — W'e <lo not say that the term 
‘ aruyid ’ signifies no active agent ; for it clearly does signify an atdive agent 
characterisod by the quality of Tiedness. What happens is that at one 
time it is one thing that is meant to be predicated, while at another 
lime it is something else; that is to say, the connotation of a word 
consisting of a predominant .and a subordinate factor, at one time it may 
be the subordinate factor that is meant to bo predicated, and the pre- 
dominant factor is merely referred to ; for instance, the term * daridl ’ (‘ man 
with the stick ’) is known as having a connotation in which t\\c> danda (stick) 
forms the subordinate, and the mnn, the predominant, factor; and yet, 
when the man is already known and it is intended only to state that tho 
stick forms his accessory (in this case, the subordinate factor, the stick, 
is what is predicated and enjoined) ; as we find in the injunction * Dandl 
pralsdnanmha ’ (‘ the man repeats the directions with stick in his hand ’) ; — 
so also in the case of the sentence ‘ Lohltomlsd rtvijah pracharanti ’ (‘ the 
rod-turbaned priests operate’) [whore, the Priests and their operating 
being already known from other sources, what is predicated or enjoined is 
the subordinate factor of their wearing red-turbans]. — Similarly in the case in 
question (in the word ' aruTyiyd^) even though tho property of Redness is 
the subordinate factor, and the active agent is the predominant factor, yet 
the word may be taken as predicating the property of Redness as belonging 
to the active agent, which latter is only referred to (for the purpose of 
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the said predication). In this way, the connection of the word * arun^ya ’ 
with the ekahdyanl becomes possible ; and there is no syntactical split. 

The Purvapakain answers — “There is not much in this argument. In 
this case the term ‘ ekahdyanl * has been used for the purpose of expressing 
the connected relationship between the ekahdyanl (animal) and the act of 
Purchasing \ how then can it be ever connected with the word * arurmyd^ ? 
Though we have already urged this point, yet it is being reiterated again 
and again.’' 

The Purvapaksin’s Opponent asks — When the word ‘ ekahdyanl ’ has 
been used along with the act of Purchasing, just as much as along with the 
property of Redness, — why should wo accept its connection with the Pur^ 
chasing and not with the Redness ? 

The Purvapaksin answers — “The reason for this acceptance lies in the 
authority of tho word ; that is to say, the case-ending attached to the term 
‘ ekahdyanl ’ signifies its connection with the act (of purchasing), while there 
is no oxprossiv'e of its connection with the property (of Redness),'*' 

Opp-r.)/*nt — ^What is it that is expressive of connection with the Act*t 
and what is it that is expressive of the Property ? 

Purvapakain — “When the relation of the action meant to he spoken of 
is that with an active agent (kdraka), then we have tho second (Accusative) 
and other case-endings ; whereas when the active agent is not meant to be 
spoken of, and all that is meant to be spoken of as relation in general, then 
we have the sixth (Genitive) case-ending. In tho case in question we do not 
find the sixtlb case-onding at all; what we do find isthef/i/rd (Instrumental) 
case-ending ; that is why we admit the connection of * ekahdyaiil * with the 
verb to purchase, not with the word ^ arund' (which signifies properly of 
Redness).” 

The Opponent retorts — How then do we have tho connection that we 
have in the expression ‘ nllam utpalam ’ ? 

The Purvapaksin answers — “There certainly is a connection in that 
case ; but it is got at, not through Direct Signification, but, through Syntac- 
tical Connection ; in proximity to the term \utpala ’ there is the term ‘ nila ’, 
which (being an adjective) needs the other term, — and hence becoming 
syntactically connected with that other term ut pula'*), it is taken as so 
connected by indicating a particular Utpala, — its function in this consisting 
of that process of Indication in which the word does not entirely surrender 
its own connotation [i.o. the term ‘ nllam ’ denotes the hhie colour, — but when 
connected with the word ‘ utpala it comes to indicate the hlue-coloured 
lUpala, and thus in the sentence * nllam utpalam ’ we have the statement of 
tho equation ‘ the blue lotus is a lotus’].” 

The Opponent — In the case in question also, there may be connection 
between the Redness and the Ekahdyanl, through Syntactical Connection. 

Purvapaksin — “That cannot be, we reply. Direct Signification is 
stronger than Syntactical Connection ; and Direct Signification asserts the 
connection of the Ekahdyanl with the act (of Purchasing) and not with the 
property (of Redness)'' 

The Opponent — “ If connection with the Act can be admitted on the basis 
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of Direct SigaiQcation, then connection with the Property may also be ad- 
mitted on the basis of Syntactical Connection.’* 

Purvapaksin — “ That cannot be done ; when one thing is spoken of as re- 
lated to some other thing, no other thing, even though in close proximity to 
it, can become related to it. For instance, in the expression ‘ Bhdryd rdjnah 
puruso devadattaaya ’, if the term ‘ rdjnah ’ be taken as used for the purpose of 
<]^ualifying the ‘ hhdryd then it cannot bo connected with the term ‘ puruaa ’ . 
In the same manner, in the case in question, when the term * ekahdyanl ’ 
has been used for the purpose of qualifying the act (of PurcJiXiaing)^ it cannot 
be connected with the term ‘ arund 

Says the Opponent — It is true that, so long as there is no actual need 
(for one word to be connected with another), mere proximity cannot be a 
reason (for connecting them) ; — in fact, in every case, it is only when the 
meaning of the word alone by itself is found to be incompatible, and is on 
that account rejected, that there is justificatioii for taking it as part of the 
meaning of the seiitence in which it occurs (i.e. as connected with some 
other word or words of the sentence) ; this is not justifiable under any 
circumstances other than the said one: — and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that the connotation of the word by itself is of a generic character (as 
the word always denotes the Universal, the Class), — while the meaning of 
the sentence is of a particular character; i.e. the meaning of the sentence 
is that which restricts to particulars the Universals denoted by the compo- 
nent words. This is what has been explained under Su. 1. 1. 26 — ‘ Titdbhutd- 
ndm kriydrthena aamdmndyd' rthasya tannimitlalvat.' — ^It may bo that the 
meanings of words are perceived directly, while the meaning of the sentence 
is inferred ; but so long as the word remains confined to its own denotation, 
it does not teach anything ; that is wdiy it has to be syntactically connected 
with another word, — not for any other reason. So that in the case in 
question, even though the term ‘ ekahdyanl ’, having all its needs fulfilled by 
being connected with the act of Purchasing, does not stand in need of the 
connection of any other word, — yet the term ‘ arund ’ is such that, unless it 
be connected with another word, it remains meaningless, and hence it 
becomes syntactically connected with the term * ekahdyanl 

Purvapaksin — “It has been already pointed out that the term *ekahd~ 
yayiV is meant to be connected with the act (of Purchasing), not with the 
property denoted by ^ arund 

Opponent — ^What we say is that, with a view to save the term ‘ arund ’ 
from becoming meaningless we have to take the term ‘ ekahdyanl * to be con- 
nected with both (the act of Purchasing, as well as the property of Redness), 
In fact, what is done for the sake of one tiring may well be done for the sake 
of another; for instance, canals are dug for irrigating paddy, and yet water 
from them is used also for drinking and washing ; similarly, in the case in 
question, the term * ekahdyanl", used for the sake of being connected with 
the act of Purchasing, may be connected with the term ‘ arund * also ; there 
would be nothing wrong in that. 

Purvapaksin--'* It is not so ; though it may be that, in order to guard 
against the contingency of making the term * arund" meaningless, it is 
connected with the * ekahdyanl ", — ^yet, in this way, it could be connected 
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with the entire Context ; because this term ‘ arund ’ could not be qualified 
(restricted) by the words * sornam krindti* (‘purchases Soma'); because 
these words are not used as a qualifying clause; in fact they enjoin an 
Apurva (something not already known).” 

Opponent — Even though enjoined, this Apurva might become connected 
with something else, just as the term ‘ ekafuiyanl' is connected. — How so ? 
— A word is always used for a definite purpose ; hence it should be taken as 
serving all that purpose for which it is u.sed ; and .so long as such a word is 
present in the mind, and is found to be in need of some connection, it can 
become connected with another word, which also may be present in the 
mind. 

Purvapahain — “ It is not so ; that word alone is connected with another 
wliicli becomes meaningle.ss iinle.ss so connected, — not any other word. — 
Why so ? — Because when the word bccome.s so connected, its universal 
connotation becomes restricted to ixirticulars ; so that direct signification 
(of the Universal) suffers at the hands of syntactical connection (indicating 
the ParlicAilar). (As regards the term ‘ arund ’), even when it is not connected 
with the act of Purchasing^ it does not become meaningless; as it can be 
connected with the several ekahayam-SkWixtioX^ mentioned in the Context.” 

Opponent — It has been already pointed out that it is not po.ssible for 
the term ‘ arund ’ to be connected with the Context. 

Purvapaksln — “It is not impo.ssible. The fact of the matter is that in 
any particular .sentence, when a certain factor is enjoined by it, that same 
factor cannot bo connected with any other factor ; because of difference in 
the form of expression ; the expression that is used for enjoining a thing is 
different from that u.sed for connecting it with a property; further, that 
whicli is enjoined is made known as something not atready known ; while 
what is meant to be connected with a property is only referred to as some- 
thing already known. Now if a certain thing is spoken of only once, it 
could not be known as well as not known; so that if the * ekahuyanl' has 
been enjoined in regard to the Purchasing, it could be so only as something 
not already known; while if it were connected with the property signified by 
the term 'arun/i', it could bo .so only as something already kiiown. — There 
would be no such incongruities if the sentence were split up (one connecting 
the ekahdyani with Purchasing, and another connecting the ekahdyanl with 
Redness) ; — in the Context itself there are several acts and substances spoken 
of by moans of other sentences ; and it is with them that what is enjoined in 
the latter of the two sentences (into which the first sentence has been .split 
up) becomes connected ; so that while it would bo enjoined in one sentence, 
it would be referred to (for being connected with the other factors) in a differ- 
ent sense ; in which case there would be no incongr\uty. 

“ From all this it follows that the Redness is connected with the entire 
Context, because it is equally connected with all and because there is no differ- 
enjce of Context ”, 

In answer to the above Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta — 
When the Substance and the Property serve the same purpose^ they have the 
same function, and hence there should be resir icMon (Su.); that is to say, 
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in a case where the Substance and the Property are spoken of as serving the 
same purpose, these two — the Substance and the Property — should be taken 
as restricted to one and the same thing ; — why ? — because they have the same 
function ; — i.e. because the function of both is the same ; i.o. in the case in 
question, the only function spoken of as belonging to the Substance (Ekalul- 
yanl) and the Property (Redness) is that they should be connected with the 
act of Purchasing. — How do you get at this idea ? — ^This is got at by taking 
the whole as ‘ one sentence — “ How are they takem as ‘ one sentence ’ ? 

The words — ^ arunayd —pHigCikayd — ekahdyanyfV [‘with the red, tawny- 
eyed, one-year-old ’] — do not conv-^ey any idea at all ; as both the speaker and 
the person spoken to still need some other word to comprehend the 
meaning; when however the words * Somam krindti'' [ ‘he purchases the 
Soma ’ ] are added, then the idea conveyed becomes (iompleted ; as with tliis 
addition both the speaker and the person spoken to find all that they need. 

Objection — “Tn case the Substance and the Property serve the same 
purpose and have the same function, why cannot thertj be option [the two 
being treated as optional altcrnativcsj ?” 

Reply — This cannot be right ; as (in the first place) the argument, — that 
the two things concerned fulfil the conditions of optional alternatives 
because of what tuis boon declared (under Sutra 12. 3. 10) regarding ‘ things 
serving the same purpose being optional alternatives * **, — has no force against 
us. — Why ? — Because that alone is an effective objection which establishes 
the objector’s own thesis and goes against that of his opponent; your 
objection (that the two should bo treated as optional alternatives) does not 
go against our view, — our view being that Redness is connected with 
Purchasing, — (Secofidly) there can be no option in this case, as the purposes 
served are diverse. 

“ But it has just been asserted that the purpose served is one and the 
same; so that what you assert now involves a self-contradiction. Then 
again, it has been explained (by the Purvapaksin, above) that the Property, 
being unsubstantial, cannot be c.onnoctod with the Act ; while what is said 
now is that the Substance and the Property serve the same purpose of 
accomplishing the Purchase, — which is contrary to that statement.” 

Our answer to the above is that there is no self-contradiction; nor 
is there an\' chance of the two being regarded as optional alternatives. It 
is true that the purpose served by both is one and the same; but there is 
a difference in the ofliciency of the two ; the Substance helps the Act directly, 
while the Property helps the Act only indirectly, by qualifying and speci- 
fying the substances that help the Act. 

“ In that case tho Property does not help in tho accomplishment of the 
Act at all; all that it does is to specify that (Substance) which accomt^lishes 
the Act.’’ 

It is not so; in tho accomplishing of tho Act, the eflicioncy of the 
l?roporty lies in this that it specifies what does accomplish that Act ; in fact 
the Act stands in need of tho specification of tho inetins of its accomplish- 
ment ; the Property serves to specify that means of accomplishment as its 
distinguishing mark; — in the absence of such a mark, there could be no 
specification as to which one of tho many possible things is the means of 
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iKMioniplishiiig the particular Act ; and in that caso wo could not determine 
how to accomplish tho Act. It is in this way that Property becomes 
the means of accomplishing the Act. 

Under those circumstances, the two (Substance and Property) cannot be 
regarded as optional alteriiativfjs. — To take an example, as between the Locus 
{Adhikarana) on tho one hand and the Somhiaiive and other Atjents on the 
other, — the Locais contains (supports) the Nominative and other Agents, - 
until these latter are so supported, they cannot accomplish tho act ; — similarly 
the Nominative Agent l)rings together the Instrumental and other Agents ; 
— and until these latter are so brought together, they cannot accomplish 
their respective functions. [So that though there aro so many agencies 
at work in tho accomplishing of an act, all those agencies cannot bo regarded 
as optional alternatives. J — In fact, it is a caso of ot>tion only where a second 
instrument is proscribed for the imparting (d that very aid which can be 
imparted by an instrument already known ; *\g. in the. case of the sontences 
* V rihihhlrifiijate' and * Yavairyajeta^ , where both the rrlhi and the yarn 
ac(,‘ord precisely the same help to:the action by supplying the material for 
the Rice. 

“Then it comes to this that the ckalidyanl is enjoined (as a means 
to the Purchasiny), and tho property of Rpd)iess is a (pialifieation of the 
ekffhdynnl; and this explanation will involve tho same incongruity of a 
sy nt act ieal split.” 

We do not saj’ that the term Uiriimi'' is connected with tho term 
" ekahnyam^ \ what we say is that it is eonnoctod with the verb ‘to pur- 
chase’, — tho moaning of the sentence being that ‘the act of purchaainy 
should be accomplished by means of tho Properly of Redness'; — now, 
according to this, tho Agent has to make an effort by which the Puredmsiny 
could bo accomplished by tho Property of Redness but tho Property 
cannot accomplish the act except by serving as a qualification for the 
Instrument whereby tho act is directly accomplished; so that it follows as 
a matter of course that the Property becomes a rjualification of that. Instru- 
ment (in tho present caso, tho Ekahdyani). For instance, when it is said 
that ‘ one should cook in a pot ’, — where the Pot is mentioned as a means of 
accomplishing the cookiny, it is cunployod in holding (containing, the article 
to bo cooked); similarly in the case in (piostion also. — Thus there is no 
possibility of a syntactical split. 

“ Kven so there would be syntactical S2)lit. — ^How ? -In the text under 
consideration, there are several sentences, each complote in itself ; just as in 
the case of the sentence ‘ Devadatta — Yajnndatfa - -V isnumitrdh bhojyantdni ’ 

[ ‘Devadatta, Yajhadatta and Visnumitra should bo fed’], whore the act of 
‘ feeding ’ is meant to be complete in itself wuth reference to each of the three 
jjorsons, — so also in the caso of the sentence ‘ Vasya pita pitdmnhah somam na 
pihet, etc.’ [‘One whose father and grandfather have not drunk the Smna 
should perform the Vrdtyapashuydya' \ | where tho condition of ‘the non- 
drinking of Soma’ pertains to the Father and the (rrandfather, each by him- 
.self) ; - similarly in the caso in question, there w-ould be two sentences, each 
complete in itself — ^ arunayd krlndii' and *ckahdyanyd krindti' [and thus 
there would be a syntactical split]." 
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This argument is not subversive of our main thesis; for, even so, the 
redness is connected with the purchasing only, and not with the entire 
Context. 

“True, the argument does not vitiate your main thesis; but (by your 
interpretation) it would be possible to have the purchase effected by an 
Fjkahayanl which is not red, as also by a red animal which is not ekahdyanl ; 
and this militates against your thesis that there is ‘ restriction regarding the 
Substance and the Property^ (Sutra 12). *’ 

In that case, we shall assort that there is no syntaeticial s^jlit (involved 
in our explanation). — How so ? — Because what are enjoined are the 
Substance (Animal) and the Redness in reference to the Purchasing , — and not 
the Purchasing in reference to those two (Substance and Redness) ; and 
the Principal does not vary with each accessory; it is only the accessory 
that varies with each Principal. VVe have several instances where a sentence 
dealing with a largo number of factors is taken as one complete unit dealing 
with all the factors taken collectively; e.g. the sentence * Gargdh shatam 
dandyantdm ’ (‘ The Gargas should be fined a hundred ’ ; where, though each 
member of the Garga community is meant to be fined, yet the sentence 
is taken as one complete unit dealing with them all in the aggregate), — and 
the sentence * Abhisulya hutvd hhaksayantP [ whore, though there are two 
distinct actions, of extracting the juice and pouring the libation, yet the two 
together are taken collectively as forming the antecedent of the action of 
eating \, — Similarly in the case in cpiostion what is enjoined is the Pur- 
chasing as qualified by the two qualifying factors (of Redness and one-year- 
oldness) taken collectively [and thus there is no syntactical split]. 

“ As a matter of fact, in each of the instances cited, the act enjoined is 
found to be such as is complete in regard to each of the individuals 
concerned; how then is it concluded that the sentence is one complete 
unit as dealing with all the individuals taken collectively, and not with each 
of them severally ? [The Fine, for instance, serves to absolve the person 
fined, and hence it has to be repeated with each person of the Garga com- 
munity; and the eating has to be preceded by each of the two acts men- 
tioned as its antecedents.]” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — In the case in question, the Substance 
(Animal) and the Redness are found to be connected with the act 
(Purchasing), and not connected with each other; — the Piirchaslng also is 
found to bo qualified by both, the Anitnal and the Redness collectively, not 
one by one; — under the circumstances, if this sentence were taken as 
predicating the animal and the redness^ — then the Purchasing would be un- 
doubtedly connected with each of the two factors severally; if, on the 
other liand, the animal as well as the redness be taken as enjoined with a 
view to enjoining the act of Purchasing, then this Purchasing would bo as 
qualified by the one-year-old animal as by the property of Redness; so that 
the connection of both would have to be admitted. Further, what is meant 
to be brought about in this case is the Purchase, not the Animal and the 
Redness; as it is through this Purchase that the Soma, which is required as 
the material for the Jyotistoma sacrifice, is secured. As for the Anunal 
and the Redness they would be desired to be brought about only if thoj" 
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.served the purposes of the Purchase, not otherwise. — From all this we 
conclude that what is enjoined is the Purchase, and this Purchase is 
qualifiod, not by each of the two factors severally [but by both collectively], 
— so that the sentence is a complete unit as dealing with both collectively. 
Such being the case, it follows that, with the exception of the one-year-oUl 
Animal, there is no other means of effecting the Purchase, — and that with 
the exception of Redness, there is nothing else to specify the means of 
effecting the Purchase, — so that this ‘ restriction ’ becomes duly established. 

“ What we have to urge against this is as follows : — ^If the Property 
(Redness) simply becomes connected with that by which the Purchase is 
effected, then, even on the split of the sentence, the Redness itself would 
remain a means of effecting the Purchase ; so that it would not be necessary 
for this Redness to enter into the Animal as its qualification; under the 
circumstances, why is so much effort being made to treat the sentence as 
one composite whole ? ” 

Our answer to this is as follows:-- If the .sentence is split up, then one 
Purchase becomes recognised as effected by means of the One-year-old 
Animal, — and another Purchase becomes recognised as effected by means 
of the Rednesft ; and the Redness does not become predicated in reference to 
the same Purchase that is effected by moans of the One-year-old Animal ] — 
so that, if there is another Purchase effected by means of Redness, then, by 
implication, there should be something else also as a means of effecting the 
Purchase [as the mere property of Redness, by itself, cannot effect any 
thing] ; and the property of Redness would, in that case, qualify this some- 
thing else and become connected with it. — If, on the other hand, the whole 
sentence is taken as one composite whole, then all this becomes avoided. 

Thus the only right conclusion is that ‘ ivhen the Substance and the Pro- 
perty serve the same purpose, they have the same function, and hence there 
should he restriction^ (Su.). 



AoHiKARAijrA (7) ; The Cleansing should be done to all the 
(jhahas {Gups) : No significance attaches to the Number. 

SUTRA (13). 

[PnRVArAKfJAj — “ It is QITAUFIKI) BY SINGLKNKS3, BKCAIISE 
SIN(iI,KNESS IS DtBECTLY MENTIONED.” 

Bhdfiya. 

[Tho general question of the employment of Accessories having been dealt 
with, wo now proceed to consider the details regarding special cases.] 

(a) There is the J yotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text — ‘ Ya evani- 
vidmn somena yajate^ etc.’ (Taitti. Sam. 3. 2. 2. 3.) ; — in connection with this 
sacrifice wo road ‘ Dashdpavitrena yraham sonundrsii *. — (ft) Similarly, in 
connection with the Agnihotra, we read ^ A gnestrmini apnchinotV . — (c) last- 
ly, in connection with the Darsha-purnanidsa, we road ^ Puroddsha 7 H par- 
yagni karoti^ (Shata. Bra, 1, 2. 2. 13). 

In connection with all these, there arises the question — Are the 
(a) cleansing y (ft) the removing of strawsy and (c) the kiking round of the Fire to 
be done in connection with (a) only one Cup, (ft) only one Fire, and (c) only one 
Cake, — or with (a) all Cups, (ft) all Fires, and (c) all Cakes ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksni — “It should be 
understood to be done to (a) one Gup, (ft) one Fire, and (c) one Cake.- - 
Why ? — Because of this being directly mentioned ; that is to say, every one of 
those things has been mentioned by a word with the singular ending ; it is 
only one thing that is found to be mentioiiod in those texts ; and in regard 
to Acts for which the Wo7'd (Vedic text) is our sole means of knowledge, we 
must accept as authoritative whatever the Word says; e.g. when the Word 
says * Pashu7n dlahheta \ what is sacrificed is a single animal and that a male 
one (as such is the signification of the word ^pashum ' which is in the 
singular number and masculino gonder). Similarly in the case in question, 
{a) one Cup is to be cleaned, (ft) straws have to be removed from one Fire, 
and (c) Fire has to be taken round one CakeP 

HUTKA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the act is to be done to all, 

BECAUSE OF THE DISTINC.UISHINC FEATURE ; THE 
DISTINCUrSHINO FEATURE IS PRESENT 
EQUALLY IN ALL. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the acts should be done to only one of the individual 
Cups (and Fires and Cakes) ; in reality, (a) all the Cups should be cleansed. 
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(b) straws should be removed from all the Fires, and (c) all Fire should be 
taken round one Cake. — Why ? — Because the cleansing has been enjoined in 
eonneetion with the substance characterised by the generic character 
‘ Cup ’ as its distinguishing feature, and this distinguishing feature is equally 
present in all the individual cups ; so that it cannot bo understood which 
one vessel should bo cleansed, and which should not bo cleansed ; so that 
inasmuch as we find the cleansing laid down in connection with the Cup in 
general, and as we do not find anything pointing to any particular Cup, it 
follows that the act is to be done to all the Cups. — Similarly with the Fires 
and the Cakes. 

“But we find the singular number, which shall specify (the particular 
Cup to bo washed).” 

That cannot bo ; because what the singularity (denoted by the singular 
number in the word ^ grahanC, ‘cup’) may do is to aflfirm the singularity 
with regard to the Cup (i.o. may denote the one Cup) -At cannot deny (i.e. 
exclude) the second and other Cups; as the singular number o\\\y affirms 
singularity, it does not deny (ex(?ludo) the second and (he rest ; so that 
the second and the rest not being excluded, why should not the cleansing and 
other acts, which have been enjoined by means of words expressive of the 
Cup and other things in general — be done to all the individuals ? 

The following argument may be urged here against our view : — “ When 
the singular number is used in reference to only one possible object (as in 
the text under consideration), what else could it do ex(;ept exvhuling in 
regard to the second and the rest ; i.o. if the singular nuinber did not excluch? 
the second and other objects, it would be entirely superfluous ; — as a matt er 
of fact, it is quite capable of excluding the second and other objects 
just as the sentence ‘ AshvdhhidhdnimadaUe * (‘ He holds the reins of the 
horse’) excludes the reins of the /4«.s, so should there be exclusion in the 
present case also.” 

Our answer to this i.s that this cannot be; in the case cited, the connec- 
tion between the Mantra and the Heins is laid down by — *ImAvnmgrhhnan 
rashandmrtasyaAtyashvabhidhdnimddatle (Tai. Sam. 5. 1. 2. 1 — ^where the 
connection between the Mantra and the Reins in general is expressed by the 
text of the Mantra itself — ^ Inminagrbhnan rashanumrtasya^ ; — that (he 
reins meant are to be of the Horse is not exf)ressed by t he Mantra (but 
by the additional sentence * ilyashrdbhidhdnlmudatteA) ; and as for the 
act of Holding itself, it is indicated by the words of the Mantra itself; — 
so that in this case it is only right that there should bo exclusion of the 
Mantra (from being used in the holding of t he nuns of the /l.s.v). [The 
Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 1007-1010— takes objection to this reasoning.! 

•In the case in question, on the other hand, the Singular Numbijr that 
we find used in connection with the object (Cup), — ('ven though present, — 
cannot serve the purpose of exclusion, as it is itstdf not enjoined. For 
example, if one wore to 8a>', with reference to cooked rice — ‘ Who(»v('r eats 
this rice, be it a dog or a cat, should be prevented’, — if what is laid 
down as the condition (for ijrcvention), is the eating of the rice, — and not 
the connection (presence) of dog or cat, — then the crow also, when coming 
to oat the rice, should be prevented; because, even though the Dog and 
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the Cat are specially mentioned, tJie presence of these has not been laid 
down as the condition (for prevent hig). Similarly, in tho caso in question, 
as th(^ connection of singleness has not been enjoined, even though this 
singleness is mentioned, — all the cups becomes eoiineetcd (with the cleansing). 

In fae.t, there is no word injunctive of the connection between tho Object 
and Singleness, — “But there is the word * sammdrsti' (‘cleanses’)’'. — This 
word ‘ cleanses ’ docs not la>' down the connection between tho Object and 
Singleness, — “ What then does it lay down ? ” — It lays down tho connection 
botwoon the Object and tho Cleansing ; it is only when this is so that the text 
lays down what it directh’ expresses; otherwise it would bo taken, on the 
basis of Syntactical Connection, as laying down what is expressed not by itself 
but by other words; and Syntactical Connection can function only when 
Direct Assertion is not there, — never when the Direct Assertion is there. — 
Thus it is that, not being enjoined as qualifying anything, the Singleness 
cannot serve the purpose of excluding the second and other cups ; and 
under the circumstances, if the Cleansing wore done to tho second and other 
cups, it would not be an\ thing not-en joined, or forbidden ; because tht‘ 
Cleansing is actually predicated as much of the one as of tho second and other 

CiUpS. 

Then again, there is the following dU1i(;ulty also (in tho Vurcapaksa 
view) : -The Singleness (if enjoined) could not bo restricted in regard to the 
Cleansing of the object ; because tho Cleansing cannot be tho qualification of that 
object in regard to which the Singleness would bo restricted ; as tho Cleansing 
is what is enjoined in tJiis same sentence; it is not something enjoined 
elsewhere and only referred to (mentioned) here as the qualification of the 
object; -nor is it possible for the same thing to be enjoined and at the 
same time to be mentioned (referred to) as a qualification, A thing can 
specify (or ({ualify) another only when it is something of which the connec- 
tions are well known already; but things like those in question, which 
are cognisable onl\' by moans of \"edic texts, cannot have their connections 
already known. As a matter of fact, however, the Cleansing is actually 
enjoined ; hence it cannot serve as a qualilication ; - and if it is not a 
({ualifi(‘ation, tho Singleness cannot bo regarded as restricted to the object. 

“Wo shall say then that Iho Singleness is asserted in regard to the 
Washirm, ” 

Even so, there would be only two possible alternatives —either (a) the 
Singleness or [b) the Cleansing is the primary (predominant factor). As a 
matter of fac^t, however, both these alternatives are impossible, (a) Because 
the (Ueansing cannot bo done to the Singleness |and this would bo the 
intoning if the Singleness is the predominant and Cleansing the subordinate 
factor I; nordoc^s tho Cleansing, when done to the Object, bring any benefit to 
the Singleness ; — nor is there any need for any benefit to ha brought t<» the 
Singleness; because (under the alternative proposed) the Singleness is not 
spoken of as the subordinate factor, -(b) “Well, we may regard the single- 
ness as subordinate to tho cleansing (the second alternative).” — That alsf» 
is not possible.— “Why ’’’—Because it is unsubstantial (formless), and as 
such it cannot, accomplish the Cleansing, Though there may be other 
formless things which accomplish actions by qualifying the means b\ which 
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those actions are accomplished, — yet it cannot be so in the present case of 
Singleness; because in the present case, it is not the Cup that is enjoined 
for the Cleansing; in fact, it is the Cleansing that is enjoined for the Cup 
and the Cleansing is something that serves a distinctly useful purpose ; and 
wo have not got to assume a use for the Cleansing. If the Cup rendered 
any liolp to the Cleansing, then the Singleness, as helping (qualifying) that 
helper (Cup), could be taken to help the (Ueansing alao ; — but as a matter of 
fact, this is not so. — For these reasons, there can be no connection between 
the Singleness and the Cleansing. 

“ The Cup, even though the predominant factor, does accomplish the 
Cleansiiuj ; so that by qualif\ ing this act of Cleansing, as also the means of 
accomplishing this act, it would render help to it; just as the details of the 
Pranila-tvater performed over tlie curd and milk brought up for sacrilicial 
purposes, help the cooking (of the rice), — or the details of the Sacrificial 
Post performed over the Paridhi brought up for the purposes of the 
Encircling, help in the tying (of the animal to the Paridhi). Thus then, 
what has been said is no answer (to the Purvapaksa-'Avg^winent). [That 
is to say, in the first place, the capacity to accomplish the Cleansmg 
belongs to the Cup, and hence it would bo through this that the Singleness 
would help the Cleansing; and even though the Cup is the predominant 
factor, yet it would become the property of a subordinate object by 
becoming qvialified by a property (e.g. Singleness) that is subordinate to 
the Action. It is not necessary tliat an accessory must rest upon an 
accessory ; all that is necessary is that it should rest upon something that 
helps the Action and thereby helps its accomplishment. — Tantravdrtika — 
Trans., p. 1013.] ” 

Our answer to the above is as follows; — Wo do not say that they 
do not help that which is not conducive to the accomplishment of the 
Action ; what we do say is that when the Cup, which is the predominant 
factor, is mentioned as a qualification, then the Singleness has no connection 
either with the Cup, or with the Cleansing. — -Why ? — Whenever anything 
is put forward as a qualification, there is certainly an agreement between 
the two; but such a thing is not laid down as something to be known. — 
“Why then is it put forward at all?” — It is put forward with a view to 
something else being enjoined for it ; as for instance, in the case in question, 
the Cup is qualified (by Singleness), and the Cleansing is (‘ujoined for it. In 
addition to this, if the connection with Singleness were another factor 
enji^ined in regard to the (hip or the Cleansing, then there would be a split 
of the sentence, as there would be two connections predicated. — It might be 
argued that — “ the cup having been qualified, what is enjoined in regard 
to it is connection with not connection with Cleansing*'. — But in 

that case it will have to be admitted that the presence, in the text, of the 
word ‘cleansing* would have to be regarded as a mis-reading; — which, 
in fact, it is not. Hence the conclusion is that neither of the two (the 
Cuj) or the Cleansing) has any connection with Singleness. Thus it is 
that Singleness renders no help either to the Cup or the Cleansing ; and it 
has to be taken as only referred to. From all this it follows that Singleness 
is not intended to do anything at all, and that the Cleansing should be 
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done to all the Cups. — “ Why so ? *’ — Jiecause it is equally connected with all 
and because there is no difference of Context. 

Objection — “If no significance is meant to be attached to Singleness^ 
then why is the Singular Number used ? When several things were meant to 
be spoken of, the Plural Number should have been used.” 

Our answer to this is as follows: — -Wo are not discussing here whether 
the Singular Number should be used or should not be used; what wo are 
discussing is — when the Singular Number has been used, what should it bo 
understood to mean ? — Should it be taken to mean that the Cleansing should 
be done to one (Cup) or to all ? — And it has been established that it 
should be done to aW.-'-Then again, the signifying of the number is not 
the sole function of a case-ending; — what then? -it also signifies an act Ire 
agency ; so that, when it is not meant to signify the Singleness (Number), its 
presence would serve the purpose of signifying the active agency ; so that it 
wf'.uld not be entirely superfluous. 

Lastly, in the word * graham \ the Cup is denoted by the noun-base 
(the term *graha'), and Singleness is denoted by the case-ending (in 
‘ graham'). — “What if it is so ?” — Prom this it follows that it is by Direct 
Assertion that the case-ending speaks of its connotaition as subsisting in what 
is denoted by the noun-base. — “ F3v''eri so, why should thait (Singleness, 
denoted by the case-ending) not be connected with Cleansing ? *’ -If it were* 
connected with, it could be so only through Syntactical Connection ; and when 
a thing has become connected with one thing, by Direct Assertion, it cannot 
be separated from it and connected with another, through Syntactical Connec- 
twn. Thus then, when the Cleansing is not connected with Singleness, there 
is nothing lost if it is not done as qualified by singleness. Nor is the 
Cleansing qualified by Singleness ; it is enjoined only for the Gup ; — why then 
should it not be done to the second or the third Cup ? 

SOTRA ( 15 ). 

That which is enjoined (ok pkedicated) is fok the 

SAKE of SOMETHINO ELSE : HENCE IT SHOULD RE 
TAKEN EXACTLY AS MENTIONED IN THE TEXT. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin above (towards the end of the 
Bhdsya on Su. 13) that — “as in the case of the sentence * Pashunidlabheta' , what 
is sacrificed is only one animal, and that also a fnale one, — so should it be in 
the case in question also”. — ^The two cases however are not analogous; 
(a) There is this difference that in the present case the cleansing is for the 
C\ip, while in the other case, the anhnal is for the sacrifice. — •“ What, if it is 
so ? ” — When anything qualifies that which is for the sacrifice, then it renders 
help to the sacrifice ; as the sacrifice cannot bo performed by means of any- 
thing which is not qualified (or specified) ; in the case in question, on the 
other hand, the cleansing is not to be done by the cup as qualified (or specified) 
by anything, which latter thing would qualify the cup and render help to the 
cleansing. — (6) Then a^in, in the case of the Animal, its singleness has been 
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onjoirKHl ii\ rc'feroiice to the sacrifice. — “ It has been assorted that it is by 
Direct Assertion that the case-encling expresses its connotation as mbsisting in 
what is denoted by the noun-base (Bha. Text, p. 229, line 1); while it is 
through Syntactical (^'onnection that the singleness could bo enjoined in regard 
to the sacrifice; — and Direct Assertion is stronger than Syntactical Connec- 
tion; — all this has been assorted (by the SiddMnlin himself —True ; in a 
case where tlie fiirectly-expressed connection is meant to bo expressed, it is 
as has been asserted ; but in a case where such a connection is not meant to bo 
expressed, what is learnt through Syntactical Connection cannot be rejected. 
It is for this reason that only one animal is sacrificed, that too a male. In 
the case in question, th(^ singleness of the cap does not render any help to 
the cleansing^ and hence it <;annot qualify the cup. Hence it follows that 
no significance attaches to this singleness. 



Adhik ARANA (8): There is no ^ cleansimj^ of the Ghamasa- 
eups ^ : Exception to the foregoimj Adhikarana. 

sOtrA (10). 

(PfjRVAPAKSAl — “ Because they are of the nature of a 
FIJRIFKJATORY (PREPARATORY) ACT, THE ACCESSORY 
DETATES (like ‘ CTiEANSING ’) SHOULO NOT BE 
RESTRICTED IN THEIR APPLK^ATION 

Bhd.pja. 

TJMT(i is th(3 Jyotistoma sacrifice, in connection with whi(;h w(' 
Dash/ipavilrena yraham samnidrstV ; wo have understood (from the fort‘- 
going Adhikarana) that all the cups (<jrdhas) are to he cleansed, — Now there 
arises tho question — -An^ the Ohamams (8<^ma-cups) also to be waslieil or 
not ? 

On this question, we Imve thc3 following Purcapaksa : — “ Chavuisa-cups 
and all similar vessels ar<3 to be cleansed. — Why ? — Because they are all eqiutlly 
connected and because there is no difference of Context, Just as tho Craha-Cups 
are connected with a transcendental result, so are tho Chamasa-cups also ; 
and just as tho Uralui'Cups are mentioned in tho Context, so are the 
Chamusa-cups also. Hence the Cleansing is to bo done to all. 

Objection -‘What are specially named aro the Craha-Cups, and these 
would exclude the Chamasa-cups.^ 

Answer Tho mention of tho graha-cup may be taken as merelv 
illustrative, standing for all Sonui-cups; so that all those cups are to bt* 
cleansed which are of this nature that if tho Soma-juice were 7iot kt*pt in 
them, there would bt^ fear of its being thrown out. -| Read ^yasmln- 
migrhyamdnah \ not kept; — as printed, the passage may be rendered as ‘if 
tho Soma-juice were kept in them th<‘ro would bt? an idea that it is meant to 
bo poured out’|."-~For example, when it is said ‘dining time has arrivcnl, 
wash the dishes’, all those vessels are washed which aro likely to be used 
at dinni^r, — and tho ^ dish' is taken as mentioned only by way of illustra- 
tion ; similarly should it bo in the case in question also.” 

Says tho Purvapaksin’s Opponemt — In tho world of ordinary experi(‘nc(\ 
all activity is determined by some purpose or need ; so that whatever thing 
may bo there which, on being cleansed, would servo a useful purpose, — all 
that should be cleansed; — in tho case of the Veda however, all action is 
determined by the words of tho text, — and in tho case in question, thc3 words 
of the text speak of the cleansing of the graha-cup \ and so long as the? 
adopting of the directly-expressed meaning of the words is possible*, wh\' 
should the term * graha ’ be taken in an indirect figurative sense (of all kinds 
of cups) ? 

Purvapaksin — “Our answer to this is as follows: — ^What the word 
\sammdrsti' (‘cleanses’) can enjoin by direct signification tho agent’s 
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activity towards the act of cleansing^ — ^whilo the connection with the qraha- 
cups can bo indicated only through Syntactical Connection ; — -and Direct 
Assertion is always more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. It is 
in this sense that connection with the graha-cup has been described as 
Indirectly indicated, and not as directly asserted. — From all this it follows 
that every cup that is capable of the purification should bo cleansed; and 
such accessory details as cleansing are not to bo restricted to the graha- 
cups only.” 

SUTRA (17). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, there should be restriction, as tfie 

PARTICULAR OBJECT IS MENTIONED DIRECTLY, AND THE SCRIP- 
TURAL WORD IS THE SOLE AUTHORITY IN THESE MATTERS. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the cleansing should be restricted to the Oraha-Cups only, it 
could not apply to the Chamasa-cups. — ^Why ?— Booauso the particular object 
is mentioned, directly \ the Graha-Cup is directly mentioned in the text; 
therefore it could not be left out (from being cleansed) ; for if it wore loft out, 
the direct Vedic text would bo disobeyed ; and it would follow that according 
to you, the presence of the word ^graham'' in the text is a mistaken 
reading; — this would not be right. Hence the conclusion is that the text 
specifics the Oraha 'Vessel by means of the term * graham' and then enjoins 
the connection of the cleansing ; but unless it enjoined the cleansing itself, 
the text could not enjoin the connection of the cleansing; hence the text must 
enjoin the cleansing itself. — This would not involve any disobeying of the 
Veda. — ^Why ? — ^Because by means of the verb * sammdrsti' (‘cleanses’), the 
Vedic text can enjoin the agent’s activity towards the act of cleansing, — and 
it makes no difference whether the cleansing itself is brought about or it is 
only connected with something else; — so that there would be nothing 
repugnant to the Vedic text if the Grdha^Cup were connected (with the 
cleanshig) ; and hence it is only right that the cleansing should be restricted 
to the Graha-Cups only. 

Objection — “Inasmuch as the connection of the transcendental result 
is equally present, and as there is no difference of Context — the cleansing 
should be applicable to the Chamasa-cups also, and its injunction should not 
be restricted to the Graha-Cups only; — as we have already explained 
above.” 

Answer — The Injunction (of the Chamasa-cups) could be po.ssible only 
after all the objects mentioned in the text have been syntactically connected 
into a single sentence, — not until this syntactical connection has been 
made ; — now such a syntactical connection with all the objects could only 
be inferred from the indications of the Context ; while that of the Graha-Cups 
is directly perceived; — hence the Injunction cannot apply to the entire 
Context. 

In the case of the connection between the cup and singleness (dealt with 
in the previous Adhikarana) it was found impossible for the text to enjoin 
that connection without abandoning what is directly expressed by it. So 
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that the case of the present Adhilcafana is not analogous to the case of the 
injunction of the singleness of the cup. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that — “Just as in the case of 
the expression ‘ wash the dishes the term ^ dishes ’ is taken to bo iiidircctl\ 
indicative (of all those things that may bo required at dinner-time), so in the 
present case also (the term ‘ gtoJuim ’ should be taken to be indicative of 
all cwps).”— This argument has already been refuted by the assertion that 
in the world of ordinary experience all activity is determined by some pur- 
pose or need, while in the case of the Veda, it is determined entirt*l\ by 
the words of the text. 



Adufkarana (9) : The measure of ^ seventeen cubits ’ 
appertains to the Sacrificial Post used at the 
‘ Pashu-sacrifice 

SUTRA (18). 

Beini: of no use in the Primary, it should appertain 
TO ITS Subsidiaries. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill connection with the Vdjapeya sacrifice wo road — * Sftplnflanhdralnlr- 
vdjapeyasyn yupnh' [‘The Sacrificial Post of the Vdjapeyn is seventeen 
(‘libit s in height ’1* — regard to this there arises the question — Does thi‘ 
measure of ‘ stwentoen cubits ’ appertain to the upright vessel at the Vdja- 
peya sai‘rifice, or to the Sacrificial Post at the Bashn -sacrifice ? 

Oil t his question, we luivc t he following Purrapakm ; — 

“ It appertains to t\u3 upright vessel, — Why ? — B(‘eause at the Vdjnpeya 
sacrifice, there is no Sacrificial Post at all ; so that the measure can 
appertain only to tliat vessel used at ih<.‘ Vdjapeya which resembles the 
Sacrificial Post; -there is the vessel named *sho^shi\ used at the 
Vdjapeya, which resembles the Sacrificial Post in being ‘made of Mhadira^ 
wooeV and in being upright', — if therefore the measure appertain to this 
vessel, then the term ‘ Vdjapeya * retains its direct connotation ; otherwise (in 
the other alternative), the term ^vdjapeya'* would have to be taken in its 
indirect sense, indicating the Pasha -sacrifice, which is a subsidiary of the 
Vdjapeya-sacri fici \ — ‘ Id your view also, the term sacrificial post lias to be 
taken in the indirect sense, indicating the Upright V^esseL ’ — Our answiT to this 
is that in either case we cannot entirely avoid recourst* to indirect indication ; 
in our view however there is this advantage that the connection of the 
Vdjapeya, which forms the subject-matter of the Context, is retained ; hence 
the measure should appertain to the Upright Vessel (which is used at the 
Vdjapeya itself).” 

In answer to the above, we have the following SiddhAntn — Being of no 
use in the Primary, it should appertain to its subsidiaries (Su.). — The term 
* vdjapeya^ signifies a particular form of Soma -sacrifice; — this sacrifice by 
itself has no use for the Sacrificial Post; — there is howev(T a subsidiary of 
the Vajapeya-fiacrifice, which is called the Pashu^sa crifi.ee, whereat there 
is need for the Post, for the tying up of the animal. — Under these circum- 
stances, if the measure of * seventeen cubits ’ wen; takiin as enjoined for the 
‘ Post at the Vdjapeya itself', -then, as there is no such Post, — the Injunc- 
tion would be meaningless. In order therefore to save it from becoming 
meaningless, it should be taken as appertaining to the I*ost at the J*ashu~ 
sacrifice. The name * Post ’ could be appli(;d to the Upright Vessel only 
figuratively (indirectly). — “ But in the other view also, the name ‘ vdjapeya ’ 
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oould be applied to the l^ashu-sacrifice only indirectly.” — Not so, we repl> . 
In our view, the term * vdjapP.ya * stands for the Vdjapeya-sacrijice itself ; 
only it will specify (qualify) the Post used at the Pashu-sacrifice ; because* 
this Post is of use to its subsidiary, the Pashu- sacrifice ; and when one thing 
helps the subsidiary of another, it becomes related to this latter by direct 
relationsl\ip ; and this relationship does not cease simply because it is 
interrupted (by the intervention of the said subsidiary). For instance, in 
the case of ‘ Devadatta’s grandson their relationship is interrupted by the 
intervention of the ‘ son’, and yet the grandson is related to Devadatta b>' 
direct relationship. — "rhus then it is our view of the case that should be 
accepted; as it docs not involve the necessity of having recourse to ‘ indin.'ct 
indication’ in the case of any word at all. 



Adhikaraija (10) : Acts like ‘ AhMkramana ’ {Stepping 
Forward) are subsidiary to the ^ Praydjas^ only. 

SUTRA (19). 

[PCRVAPAKSAJ — “As REGARDS AN ACCESSORY PERTAINING TO THE 

Performer, — inasmuch as it does not form an integral 
PART of the Action, there would be a syntactical 
split [if it were connected with any 
particular action].” 

Bhdsya. 

[Subsidiaries in the shape of purely Purificatory Acts, Substances ami 
Accessories have been dealt with ; wo now proceed to consider thoso cases whore nii 
action, mentioned as related to another action, comes to bo regarded as a purijica- 
tory act. Tanlravartika— l^va^^., p. lOtU.] 

In tlio passage relating to the Praijdjas which form part of the? Darshn* 
jmrnamdsa sacrifices, wo read — ^ Ahhikrfuimm jiihotyahhljityai^ (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 6. 1. 4). — In connection with this sentence, there arises the question 
— Does this act of * abhikramaiia ’ (Stepping Forward) find place in the 
Prayajas only ? — or in the (acts dealt with in the) entire (Context ? 

On this question, we have tho following Purvapakaa : — 

“ As regards an accessory pertaining to the Performer^ — what we say is 
that — there would he a syntactical split, — because one act does not form an 
integral pari of another action. That is to say, the act of Stepping Forward 
something nnsitbslantial (formless) ; hence it cannot help in tho accomplish- 
ing of the act of * floma^ (spoken of by tho second term in the sentence, 
*juhoti’); — and hence it cannot be syntactically connected with it. — From 
which it follows that the said act of Stepping Forward should find place in the 
entire Context, — * because of its being equally connected with all and because 
there is no difference of context' (SO. 8).” 

Objection against the Purvapaksa — ‘For tho same reason that has been 
propounded (against the act of Stejjping Forward appertaining to the act of 
Homa), the act in question could not find place in any other act mentioned 
in the Context 

Answer (from th(^ Purvapaksin) — “ In the case of other acts, tho act in 
question would be connected with tho Performers.’* 

Opjjonent — * In the case of the Prayajas also, tho said act is connected 
with the Performers.’ 

Purvapaksin — “ That is not so ; what the term ^juhotV is able to enjoin 
is only that activity of tho Agent which tends towards the offering of 
Horna ; — it cannot enjoin the connection between that Agent and the act of 
Stepping Forward," 

Opponent — ‘ In the case of the other acts of the Context also, there could 
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be no injunction of the connection of the Agent with the act of Pepping 
Forward' 

Purvapaksin — “Tliat does not affect our position; in the case of the 
other acts, as they are all spoken of in the same Context^ they are all 
recognised as subsidiaries (to the main Act) ; so that the text laying down 
the entire procedure would naturally include the injunction of the act of 
Stepping Forward also, which will thus find place in the entire Context.** 

StJTRA (20). 

[SiddhInta] — Not beino completed with what precedes it, 

THE act in QUESTION REMAINS INCOMPLETE; IT SHOULD 
THEREFORE BE SYNTACTICALLY CONNECTED 
(WITH THE PRAYAJAS). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right to say that the act of Stepping Forward finds place in the 
entire Context; in fact, it can find place only in the Praydja8\ — why? — 
because it is syntactically connected with these ; because the sentence 
speaking of the act of Stepping Forward — ‘ Ahhikrdman juhoti ’ — ^not complet- 
ed with what precedes it, remains incomplete. And as Syntactical Connec- 
tion (which connects the act with the Praydjaa only) is more authoritative 
than Context (which connects it with the entire Context), the Act of Stepping 
Forward- should find place in the Praydjaa only. 

Objection- it has been pointed out that the act of Stepping 
Forward^ being unsubstantial (formless) is unable to help the accomplishment 
of the Homa," 

Anawer — It is true that by itself, the Stepping Forward- is unable to help 
in the Homa ; but it can help in its accomplishment when connected with 
the Performer. — How so ? -By Stepping Forivard^ the Performer comes close 
to the Ahavaniya Fire ; — and the Homa can be done in both ways — from a 
distance the Performer may extend his hand and pour the libation, or 
Stepping Forward, ho may draw closer to the fire (and pour the libation 
without having to extend his hand). Thus it follows that the act of 
Stepping Forward helps the Uorna; and hence it should find place in the 
Praydjaa only. 


24 



Adhikarai^a (11) ; The ‘ Upamta ’ forma part of the 
entire ‘ Darsha-purimmasa in whose corUext it is 
m.e7dioned. — [Exception to the preceding 
Adhikaraim.'] 

SUTRA (21). 

In a DOUBTB’tJL ()ASE, THERE BEIN4) AN INTERRUPTION, THE 
SENTENCE SHOULD BE SPLIT UP. 


[The fact of one Act appertaining to another having been established, we now 
proceed to consider the question as to whether such appertaining is determined by 
the intp.rmediate or the prime Context. — Tantravartika—^v&xi.s.. p. 10:54. ] 

(a) In the seventh and eighth Anuvnkas relating to the Darsha-fmrtfa- 
mdsa, we find the Sdmidhenl verses mentioned ; — (b) in the ninth, the Xividtt ; 
— (c) iu the tenth, the mention of those Sdmidhenla that are to be recited 
with a view to particular results, to the effect that ‘ if one desires such and 
such a result, one should recite so many Sd^nidheni verses’, * if he desires 
another result, he should recite so many ’ and so forth; — in the eleventh, the 
Vajfiopavita (sacrificial clothing) is mentioned : ‘ Upavi/ayate demlakama^ 
inJiva tat kurute ’ [‘ when one wears the LIpavtta, he wears the sign of the 
gods’) (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 11. 1). 

Now, in regard to this, there arises the question -Ts the Up*.iolta to be 
worn only while one is reciting the Sdmidhenlft ? — or should it be worn while 
one is performing all the various acts that have been laid down in the 
(yontext ? 

Question — “ Why should such a question arise at all ? ” 

Answer — ^The question arises because it is not already perc'oived whether 
the Upavlta is mentioned in course of the (intermediate) context of the 
SamidkenlSj or after the close of the context of the Sdmidhenis. 

Question — “ But as a matter of fact, the entire Context is of the Daraha- 
pur^mdsa, and it is only in the context of the other acts (constituting the 
DarsJhapurnamdsa) that the Sdmidh^nls are mentioned [so that there can be 
no ‘ context of the Samidhenis 

Answer — It is true that the Sdmidkenis are mentioned in the Context of 
something else (the FMraha-purnamdsa) i yet of the Sdtmdhinls themselves, 
there is a distinct intermediate Context. The assertion * Sdmidheniranu^ 
brdydt' (* should recite the Sdmidhenl verses’) remains incomplete (wanting 
something to complete it), — and it is on account of this incompleteness that 
what is mentioned in proximity to the assertion becomes recognised nn 
pertaining to the said assertion. 

Question — “ Even so, how can the context of the Samidhenis be said to 
cease ? ” 
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Answer — It ceases because of the interruption caused by the mention of 
the Nivida (in the ninth anuvdka, which comes between the seventh and 
eighth anuvdkaa dealing with the Sdmidhenia, and the tenth annvdka 
mentioning the Sdmidhenl). 

Qmation — If that is so, then why should there arise the idea that the 
context of the SdmidMnla continues (even after the said interruption) ? ” 

Answer — As a matter of fact, even after the texts dealing with the 
Nivida (ninth anuvdha), we find mentioned the details connected with the 
Sdmidhenia themselves, relating to the recitation of those d(^ne with the 
desire for certain results (in the tenth anuvdka) ; and it is after this latter 
section that (in the eleventh anuvdka) the Upavita is mentioned ; so that the 
treatment of the SdmidMnla continues all through up to the Upavita ; this is 
what gives rise to the idea that the Context of the Sdmidhenia does not 
cease (with the mention of the Nivida) ; so that it is the Nivida that appear 
in the midst of the context of the Sdmidhenia and do not intercept it ; just 
as the presence of the Twelve Upasada which belong to the Ahhia sacrifices 
appear in the midst of the context of the Jyotiatoma and yet do not interrupt 
this latter.- Thus it is that there arises the question (dealt with in the 
present Adhikarana). 

On this (piostion then, we have the following Uurvapakm : — “ The 
Upavita has been mentioned before the context of the Sdmidhenia has 
coaled. — -How so ? — Because the mention of the Upavita follows immediately 
after the texts speaking of that recitation of the SdmidMnla which is done 
with a desire for certain results; so that the Upavita is spoken of while the 
SdmidMnla are still in our mind. It is only a particular manner of wearing 
the cloth by the performer that is called ‘ Upavita * ; and there arises a 
question as to the act at the time of doing which the Performer is to wear 
• the cloth in that manner ; — and the texts speaking of the Upavita become 
synUictically connected with the text speaking of the SdmidMnis which is 
not far from the former texts and which latter are still in our mind ; and thus 
it is that we conclude that the word ‘ Upavyayatl ’ (‘ wears the Upavita *) lays 
down the Upavita as to be worn at the time of the reciting of the SdmidMnl 
versos.” 

In answer to the above Uurvapakpa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
In regard to the question at issue, the conclusion cannot bo as asserted by 
you. The conclusion on this question is that * the sentence should be split up ’ 
(Su.). — ^Why ? — * Because there ia interruption^ (Su.); — that is, at one end 
there is the sentence, complete in all its details, speaking of the SdmidMnl, 
— and at the other end there is the sentence speaking of the Upavita, — ^and 
in between these two intervenes the text laying down the Nivida, which has 
no connection with the SdmidMnl versos. In a case where, even on the 
completion of a sentence speaking of a certain thing, another subject 
connected with the same thing is introduced, — the context of that thing is 
not discontinued, — and that thing does present itself to the mind when an^'- 
thing related to it is mentioned. On the other hand, in a case where, on the 
completion of a sentence, another subject is introduced which is not connect- 
ed with it in any way, then (the continuity of the Context having been 
broken up) the thing spoken of in the first sentence does not come to the 
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mind. What is not present in the mind cannot be syntactically connected ; 
the meaning of a sentence is completed only when , there is connection 
between two things present in the mind, — ^not when only one of them is present 
in the mind. In f£u:t this (being present in the mind) is the purpose served by 
the juxtaposition of two sentences (meant to bo syntactically connected) ; and 
the meaning of a sentence may be sought to be completed with the help of a 
thing cognised immediately after that sentence, only with a view to bring 
about a complex cognition taking in both the things concerned. As a matter 
of fact, there is no cognition of a thing spoken of immediately after the 
sentence, if it is spoken of by means of a word which is not connected with 
it. Thus there can be no syntactical connection between one sentence and 
another when there is an interruption between the two. 

It may be possible to recall the previously •cognised thing to the mind,, 
by moans of contemplation and other means, — and then to connect it with 
what comes after the interruption.” 

The meaning of the sentence in such a case could not be regarded as 
countenanced by the Veda ; as it would have its source in human intelligence. 
In fact, if the meaning of a sentence wore evolved by obtaining an idea of a 
previous object by means of contemplation, — it would.be like the meaning of a 
sentence formed by taking the verb from one chapter and the noun from 
another. — Thus then we conclude that it is not possible to treat as ‘ one 
sentence ’ a passage the two parts of which are interrupted by something 
totally unconnected with them; consequently there can be no syntactical 
connection between the Upavlta and the Sdmidhenl verses, 

“ As a matter of fact, the Upavlta is spoken of in close proximity to 
those optional Sdmidhenls (recited for special purposes), wliich have 
been spoken of and cognised immediately before (the mention of the 
Upavlta)-, and in this manner it would become connected with the Sami* 
dhenl verses.” 

Our answer is that this cannot bo; the context of the Sdmidhenls is 
past and gone, having been interrupted by the texts of the Nivids ; — as for 
the subsequently-mentioned Sdmidhenl-options recited for special pur 
poses, — though these may be connected through syntactical connection 
(with the Upavlta), yet the context (of the Sdmidhenl) does not continue; 
because the more mention of an alternative does not make the Sdmidhenl* 
verses the subject-matter of the Context ; because they are not spoken of 
as to be ‘ recited — all that is said is that they should be connected with 
certain numbers, — but that also through syntactical connection, not througli 
Context. Thus then, the Sdmidhenl verses not continuing to be the subject- 
matter of the Context, if there is an accessory detail which cannot be 
syntactically connected with the Sdmidhenl verses, then that detail can 
have no connection with them. 

From all this it follows as the established conclusion that the performer 
should wear the Upavlta during the performance of all that is mentioned in 
the entire context (of the Darsha-Purnamdsa) (and nat in connection with 
the Sdmidhenla only). 



Adhikaba^a (12): Vessels like the ‘VararM' and the 
‘ Vaikahkata ’ appertain to all Sacrifices : {Exception 
to Adhikarana (9).) 

StJTRA (22). 

InASMTTCH as AIAi SUBS|DIAB1BS ABB SUBSBRVIBNT TO SOMBTHINU 
BI.SR, ANT) ABB BQUAI. IN THAT BBSPECT, — THEBE CAN BE NO 
CONNECTION AMONO THEMSELVES. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Fire-laying Rite, Vdmifxi and Vaikaitkata vessels 
are found mentioned, — some of which are for the purposes of the Hotna- 
offering, while others are not for the purposes of the Homa-offering, — 
in the following text : — ^ Tasniat vdrano val gajnd^whnrah sydt, nn tveteno 
juhuydt; fxiikankato yajndvacharah aydt, jvhuyndetena', — As a matter of 
fact, however, these Vdranfi and Vaikankata vessels have no connection with 
the Fire-laying Rite ; — wdiy ? — because they are spoken of in the text as 
‘ yajndvacham\ which means that these vessels belong to the sacrifice x and 
the PMre-laying Rite is not a * sacrifice \ as there is no injunction of * sacri- 
ficing ’ in connection with it ; — so that this Syntactical Connection sets aside 
the indications of the Context (by which latter the vessels would be con- 
nected with the Fire-laying Rite). — Thus then (it being clear that they 
belong, not to the Fire-laying Rite, but to some sacrificial performance), there 
' arises the question — Do these vessels find a place in the Pavnmdnn sacrifices 
only ? Or in all sacrifices, the Darshajrurrtatndsa and the rest. 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — 

** The vessels are to be used in connection of the offering-materials of 
the Pava'fndna sacrifices. — ^Why ? — It has been declared (in a previous 
adhikarana) that a factor which is found to be inapplicable to the Principal 
is assumed to appertain to the Subsidiary ; then, inasmuch as the Pavamdna 
offerings are mentioned in the context of the Fire -laying Rite, those offerings 
must be subsidiary to the Fire-laying Rite ; hence the vessels in question (not 
being connectible with the Fire-laying Rite) should be connected with the 
Pavamdna offerings (which are subsidiary to that Rite),*’ 

In answer to the above Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
AU subsidiaries, — the Pavamdna offerings and also the Fire^laying Rite (which 
also is a subsidiary), --being equal, there can he no connection among themselves. 
That is, just as the Fire-laying is subsidiary to the Fire, as tending to 
sanctify it, — so also are the Pavamdna offerings subsidiary to the Fire ; 
how then could there be any mutual connection between these ? — As for 
the argument that, the Pavamdna offerings are mentioned in the context 
of the Fire-laying Rite,*' — though they are so mentioned, yet the Context 
becomes set aside by Sjm tactical Connection, which makes these offerings 
belong to the Fire, 
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** Which is the sentence (which, tlirough Syntactical Connection, con- 
nects the Pavamana offerings with the Fire) ? ** — 

That sentence is “ Yaddhavanlye juhoti iena so' sydbhiptah prito bhavati ** 
[wherein the Ahammya Fire is clearly spoken of as the most predominant 
factor, to which other factors would be subsidiary.] 

But in this sentence the AJuzvanlya Fire is spoken of as the substra- 
tum of the sacrifice [that into which the Pavamana offerings are offered], and 
hence subsidiary to it.” 

True, the Ahavaniya Fire is the substratum (of the offerings) ; and yet 
the sacrifice in question (i.e., the Pammdna-Isti) is one that is performed 
for the sake of the Ahavaniya Fire ; as it is this Fire which serves a useful 
purpose, while the Pavamana offerings serve no useful purpose. 

“ In what way are these such as serve no useful purpose ? ” 

They are so regarded because no result is spoken of (as following from 
them). 

“ But the result may be assumed.” 

True, the result might be assumed : but this result can only be the 
sanctification of the Fire, not Heaven; for, if Heaven were assumed to be the 
result, two unseen factors would have to be assumed — viz: (1) the Heaven 
following from the Homa, and (2) the transcendental sanctification of the 
Homa b\^ the Ahavaniya Fire, 

From all this it follows that the Pavamuna-offerinffs are for the purpose 
of the Fire, and hence they can have no connection with the Fire-laying 
Hite; consequently, what is spoken of in connection with the Fire-laying 
Hite cannot belong to the Pavamdna-offerings, — it belongs to all the sacri- 
ficos, Darshapumyimdsa and the rest, which are the ‘ Principal ' for which the 
Fire-laying Rite is * s\ibsidiary.’ 



Adhtkaeaista ( 13 ) : The ‘ Vartraghnl ’ and the other * Anu- 
vakyaa ’ are subsidiary to the ‘ Ajyahhdgas ’ : The 
V artraghnl ~N ydya . 

S0TRA (23). 

BjiCAlJ8K THE CONNECTION OF THE TWO MANTRAS (WITH THE PRIMARY 

Act) serves no useful purpose [therefore they cannot 

APPERTAIN TO THE PRIMARY.) 


[We Jiow proceed to consitiei* those cases hi which Mantras are employed in 
accordance with the order in which they happen to be mentioned.] 

In connection with the Darsha-purnafndaa, we read — ‘ Vartraghnl 
paunm^ndaydni anuchyete^ vnlhanuali atndvdaydydrn * [The two mantras named 
‘ mrtraghnl ’ as referring to the killing of Vrttra^ and the two called ‘ vrdhan* 
rati as referring to increase, are given in the chapter on the mantras for the 
Ifotf -priest. ] (Taitti. Sara. 2. 6, 2. 6) — In regard to this there arises the 
(juestion — are the two Anuwlkyd mantras (the Vartraghnl and the Vrdhan- 
rati) to be used at the Primary Sacrifice ? Or only in connection with the 
t wo Ajyahhdgas ? 

On this question wo have the following Purvajxiksa : — They should be 
used at the Primary Sacrifice ; — why ? — ^because they are found to be spoken 
of along with the ‘ Paiirmimdsi ’ and the ‘ Afndvdsyd ’ ; and it is these two, 
tlie Paurrtamdsl and the Amdvdsyd, — and not the Ajyahhdgas — that con- 
stitute the Primary Sacrifice. .Hence on the basis of direct Syntactical Con- 
nection, the two Mantras should be used at the Primary Sacrifice (of the 
Darslut -pu rmirndsa ).” 

In answer to this Pfirmpaksa we have the following Siddhdnta: — 

The two Anuvdkyd mantras together serve no useful purpose at the 
Primary Sacrifice. That the Anuimkyds are to have the character of ‘ Vdrtra- 
ghnl ’ and of ' Vrdfmnvatl ’ is laid down in connection with that act where 
there are two Anuvdkyds to bo used ; — at the Primary Sacrifice, however, there 
is only one Afiuvdkyd ; — under the circumstances, if the sentence in question 
were taken as laying down * duality’ in regard to that Anuvdkyd, then 
there would be a syntactical split. — On the other hand, two Anuvdkyds — the 
Agneyi and the Saumi — are already known as belonging to the two Ajya* 
b/idgas ; hence, if the sentence in question were taken as laying down the 
character of ‘ Vartraghnl * and of ‘ Vrdhanvatl ’ in connection with the 
Ajyahhdgas, — then it would be laying down only this one factor (and not 
the duality also) ; and this it could easily do. 

Even if we take the sentence as laying down a detail pertaining to 
the Primary Sacrifice, — there would be two Anuvdkyds at the two primary 
sacrifices (the Darsha and the Purnamdsa)^ — one pertaining to the Agniya 
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and the other to the Agnltomlya — [so that there need be no difliculty re- 
garding the injunction of the duality' and the consequent syntactical 
split.]*' 

Answer — Of the two VWrtraghnx AnuvQkyda^ one is Agrieyl and the other 
Saumi; similarly of the two Vpihanvatl Anuvdkyds also. — Now it is the 
AgriSyi one only — not the Saumi — which, if enjoined, could be connected 
with the Amdvdayd sacrifice ; as Soma is not a deity at the Anidvdsyd. At 
the Paurfkamdsd sacrifice also, the Anuvdkyd (connected with Soma, i.e., the 
Saumi) could be used only in connection with the offering to Agni-Soma ; 
but the Anuvdkyd which is connected with only one deity (Soma) could not 
servo any useful purpose at an act which concerns two deities (Agni and 
Soma), 

Question — “ But both the and Saumi) would be con- 

nected with the offering to Agni-Sotna,** 

Answer — As a matter of fact, a single sacrifice can have no use for two 
Anuvdkyds; the Anuvdkyd has been enjoined as ‘ upddeya * (something to 
be secured or used); and hence the singular number (in the word * puronu- 
^pdkydm' in the injunction * Puronuvdkydmanmha' occurring in connection 
with Paunyimdsi sacrifice) must bo regeurded as significant; mo that at the 
Paunmmasx sacrifice also there could not be two A nuvdkyds. 

From all this it follows that the two Anuvdkyds should bc' used in 
connection with the two Ajyahhdgas, 



Adhikabai^a (14): Acta like ^ Muailkamum' apjtertain 
to the entire Context; [Exception to the preceding 
Adhi1cd,raim\. 

SOTRA (24). 

The immediate seqitehce is not aitthobitatively expkessive. 

hha^ya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we read — (^1) * Mmfikaroti, mchmn 
yachhhati, dlksitatndvedayaii * Closes the fist, keeps silence, has himself 
referred to as the initiated person * |, and elsewhere (in connection with the 
Daraha-Purnatndaa) (B) * Haatau avanenakii^ ulapdrajim atrndti ’ [‘ Washes 
the hands, spreads the grass-bundle* |. 

In connection with this, there arises the question — (.^i) V)o fist-rloslny 
and silence-keeping appertain only to the act of Addresaiyig the sacrificer ? — 
or to the entire Context ? - Similarly, {B) Is the hand-washing for the 
purpose of spreading the grass ? Or for doing all the acts spoken of in the 
Context ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa : 

“ The washing of the Hands is for the purpose of purifying the hands ; —and 
the keeping of silence is for the purpose of sanctifying or preparing the per- 
son engaged in the performance who (being thxx.^ prejmred by silence) bf^comes 
attentive when getting himself referred to as the ‘initiated’, and is also 
enabled to carry on the many details — When the (question arises as to 
the acts that are aided by such purification and preparation, — on seeking 
for information on this point, we are supplied with it b\' ‘ immediate 
sequence^; and this * immediate sequence’ [i.e. the fact of their being 
spoken of in immediate sequence to each other] makes it clear that the 
keeping of silence and the closing of the fist help, and appertain t(^, the 
Reference to the Initiated, — and the Washing of the Hand helps and appertains 
to the spreading of the grass,'* 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Bvidhanta : — The 
acts in question are related to all the acts spoken of in th(‘ Context. — 
“Why?” — Because the sentences are distinct. — “How are the sentences 
distinct ? ’’—The two sentences are distinct because they convey two 
distinct ideas. As it is, the verb ‘ dvMayatl ' (‘ addresses ’) does not express 
the idea of * for referring to the initiated’ [and it will have to be taken in this 
sense, if the Purvapak^ view is accepted] ; —nor does the verb ‘ strndti ’ 
(* spreads’) express the idea of \for spreading' [and this is what it is made 
to; do in the Purvapaksal ; — as a matter of fact, the spreading is enjoined, as 
also the washing of hands \ — similarly fiaUcloaiwj and silence are enjoined, 
as also is Referring, So that (acc. to Su. 22 above) there can be no 
mutual connection among these [i.e. between spreading and hand-washing, 
or between Addressing and Fiat-closing or Silence^. — Further, whenever a 
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sentence is incomplete (wanting in certain factors), mere * immediate 
sequence’ cannot be the ground for syntactically connecting it with any. 
thing. — From all this it follows that the details of the kind of those under 
consideration must appertain to the entire Context. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because the sentences are complete in themselves. 

Bhd§ya. 

As a matter of fact, every one of the sentences is complete with its own 
words ; all the sentences quoted are equally complete. — So that each pair 
of sentences convey two distinct ideas, — and when they are separated, each 
is complete in itself ; and thus (both the conditions of ‘ different sentence * 
being fulfilled, acc. to Su. 2. 1. 46-47), the sentences must be regarded as 
distinct. 

Thus then, being equally connected with the entire context, and there 
being no difference of Context, the details in question should find place in 
the entire Context. 



Adhikaraiv^a (16) : The ‘ Ghaturdhakarana ’ (Quartering) 
appertains to the ^ Agneya^ Cake only. 

StJTRA (26). 

IPffjivAPAKSAl “The Subsidiary, connected with the Auxiliary 
Detail, should be understood to be common to all ; 

SPECIALLY AS THERE IS NO MUTUAL RELATIONSHIP 

AMONG THEM.’* 

Bhd^ya, 

In connection with the Daraha-purtmyndsa, we road — ‘ Agmynm cfuitur- 
dM karoti. (“ Quarters the Agniya ”).* — -In regard to this, there arises the ques- 
tion — Is this Qwrlering to bo done to all the cakes — Agneya, Agnlaomiya, 
A indrdgna ? Or to the Agneya only ? 

On this (lupstion, we have the following Burvapakaa- “ The subaidiary 
— in the shape nf the Qiuirtering — connected with the auxiliary detail — in the 
shape* of the Deity, Agni, in the word ‘ agneya * — should be understood to 
be coinmon, — i.e. to bo done also to the Agnisatniya and the Alndrdgna 
(not to the Agneya only), — Why so? — Because those two {Agnisomiya and 
A indrdgna) also are * agneya in the sense that Agni is their deity ; because 
that which has for its deity Agni. as well as another (Soma or Indra) is also 
‘ Agneya ’ ; for instance, ‘ the mother of I)ittha and Davittha ’ is * the 
mother of Davittha * also ; similarl;^' in the case in question also (‘ that which 
has Agni and Irulra. or Agni and Sotfta, for its deity * is also * that which has 
Agni for its deity *). 

If there were no relationship between the Agneya Cake and the Agni 
aomiya (Jake, then the Quartering might have been restricted to the Agniya 
only ; — ^as a matter of fact, there is mutual relationship between them ; - - 
hence there should be no restriction. Just as, — though the text states that 
‘ the Prdahitrn is sliced out after severing the head of the Agneya Cake *, yet 
the Prdahitra is actually sliced off from all the cakes , — similarly the Qiuirter- 
ing also [though spoken of as to be done to the Agneya only, should be done 
to all the 

SUTRA (27). 

|S1ddhanta| In reality, there should be restriction: because 

THERE IS CONNECTION WITH THE OBJECT; ALSO BECAUSE TUB 
indicative power is CONNECTED ONLY WITH WHAT IS 
‘ CAPABLE ’ ; AS FOE THE MENTION OF THE ACCESSORY, 

IT (XiULD SERVE THE PURPOSE OF INDICATIN(i 
[both, only if THERE WERE NO CAKE 
DEDICATED TO ONE ONLY.] 

Bhd^ya. 

The particle *i)d\ (‘in reality’) seta aside the Purvapakm, — The Quar- 
tering should be restricted to the Agniya only ; it cannot be common to all. 
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— ^Why ? — * because there is connection with the object ’ ; i.e. it is only what is 
dedicated to one deity (i.e. the Agniya only) which is really related to the 
'object*, i.e. to the deity * Agni' ; what is dedicated to two deities — the 
Aindrdgna or the Agnisomtya — is not so related to Agni. — Why so ? — In the 
case of the cake related to two deities {Soma and Agnh for instance), its 
dedication is done in terms containing the names of both the deities ; and 
of this cake Agni is the deity only as accompanied by Soma, — not indepen* 
dently by itself ; — that of whicTi the deity is Agni along with Soma, cannot 
have the nominal affix (expressing the deific character) added (to the term 
' agni * ) ; because only ‘ capable * terms take that affix, and what needs 
the help of another cannot be ‘ capable * ; — hence that word with the 
nominal affix which indicates the cake of which the deit>' is Agni by itself 
can never signify that which is dedicated to two deities. From all this it 
follows that the Quartering should be done to that alone which has been 
dedicated to Agni alone b.y itself ; — because the nominal affix which signifies 
the deific character can be connected only through 'capability’, and not 
where the terms concerned have no such ' capability ’ . 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that “ the Quartering should bo 
done to all the cakes, just as the slicing of the Prdshitra is done out of all.” 
— But in the case of the Prdshitra it is only right that it should be so; as 
there is nothing (in the sentence quoted) to show that the slicing of the 
Prdshitra is to be done out of the Agneya, — “ How then do you construe the 
sentence ‘ Agnsyastn mastakam oihhajya prdshitramamdyati' 1 which clearly 
speaks of the slicing being done out of the Agn^ya\ — Tlie text quoted 
contains two sentences : ( 1) * Prdshitram amdyati * (slices out the ' Prdshitra^ )$ 
and (2) * dgneyasya mastakam mhhajya’* (‘after breaking the head of the 
Agneya^)\ so that what is understood to bo expressed by this is that the 
Prdshitra is sliced out of the head of the Agnsya, — that much is certain ; but 
as regards the other cakes, it is uncertain (and indefinite) as to whether the 
slicing is t<j be done out of the head or from some other part of it. 1 Hence 
there is no similarity between this case and the case dealt with in the Adhi^ 
karana — says the Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1061]. 

If there had been no cake dedicated to only one deity (Agni), then 
even that dedicated to two deities could have been admitted to be intended, 
with a view to save the sentence from becoming useless. 

[This passage explains the last clause of the sutra * Laksandrthd gwrya- 
shrutih ’ ; the sense of this is that if there were no cake dedicated to Agni 
alone, then the word * agni* could be taken as indicating both Agni and 
Soma ; and the mention of the accessory ‘ Agni * would, in that case, serve the 
purpose of indicating both. As a matter of fact, however, there Is a cake 
dedicated to Agni alone ; hence the term ' agni * cannot be taken as standing 
for Agni and Soma ; — hence the quartering should be done to the Agneya 
only. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1062.] 

As regards the expression ‘ Dittha’s mother’, what has been urged is 
only right ; because the motherhood is not such as extends over both ; the lady 
is called * Dittha’s mother’ simply because IMtiha has been born of her, and 
no other condition is needed (for applying the name to her); the relation* 
ship of ‘ mother * therefore resting in the lady entirely, it is only right that 
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she should be spoken of as * Dittha*s mother [In the case of the Agnl- 
aomlya cake, on the other hand, the deifio character does not rest in Agni 
alone by itself, it rests in Agni along with Soma ; hence this cake cannot be 
called ‘ agneya \ | 


End of Pdda {i) of Discourse 111. 



DISCOURSE III. 

PADA II. 


ADHiKARAiiiA (1): The Mantros speaking of ^ Lopping' are 
to he employed in what is directly expressed by them. 

StJTRA (1). 

The sitbsidiaby charaoteb ok Mantras is based upon their 

OAPACITY TO EXPRESS A CERTAIN MEANING; THEREFORE 
THEY SHOTTED BE EMPLOYED IN CONNECTION WITH 
THEIR ORIGINAL (PRIMARY) MEANING; SPECIAL- 
LY AS IT IS WITH THAT MEANING THAT 
THEIR CONNECTION IS ETERNAL 
(AND INSEPARABLE). 

Bhd^ya. 

[Other kinds of Accessories haying been dealt with, we now proceed to deal with 
MarUrcut, which are employed in accordance with the indicative potency (lifiga) of 
the component words. This * potency * of the mantras points sometimes to what is 
directly expressed by the words, and sometimes to what is only indirectly implied 
by them ; the former being regarded as the ‘ primary moaning ’ and the latter the 
* secondary meaning'. Hence in regard to the actual use of a mantra^ there arises a 
doulit as to whether it should be used in accordance with its primary or its secondary 
meaning. The actual discussion of this topic is prefaced in the Bhasya by a 
discussion regarding the possibility of the two kinds of moaning. J 

The texts to bo dealt with under this Adhikarana are all tin* Manlms ; -- 
the one taken as typical is the mantra ‘ V arhirdevamdanmn ddmi' (‘ I am 
lopping the grass which is the seat of the gods’). 

The question in regard to Mantras is — are they to be employed in 
connection with what is expressed by them primarily ? or also in connection 
with what is indicated by them only secondarily ? 

Question — What is the primary and what the secondary meaning ? ” 

Answer — What is understood directly from the words (of the Mantra) is 
its prior or primary meaning; it is called ^ mukhya'* (primary) because it is 
like mukha (face, the most important part of the body). On the other hand, 
that which is deduced from the primary meaning, through .some sort/ of rela- 
tionship, is the posterior or secondary meaning, called 'jaghanya ’ (posterior) 
because it comes later (second), and hence is like the thigh (jaghana, which 
lies very much lower down ); it is also called * gauifjka^ (secondary) because 
it is connected with a * guria property (of the primary meaning). 

Objection — “If such be the explanation of the primary meaning,- then 
all meanings are ^primary ; as every meaning is understood from the words ; 
for example, the meaning of the word * agni as applied to the Fire in the 
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sentence * agnih jvakuV (‘Fire burns*), is * understood from the word* 
exactly in the same manner as the meaning of the same word ^agnV as 
applied to the Boy, in the sentence ‘ Agnirmarj^avakah' (‘The Boy is Agnl'). 
[8o that there is no difference in the character of these two meanings, which 
are the stock-examples of the Primary and the Secondary meanings.) — It 
might bc5 added that — ‘ That moaning which is understood from the word 
itself independently of qualifying adjuncts is the Prinuiry meaning; while 
that which is derived from the word as accompanied by cjualifying adjuncts 
is the Secondary meaning*. -L*his also will not be right; when the verbal 
form of a word is expressive of a meaning, that form of the word remains 
the same, whether it is accompanied or not accompanied by qualifying ad- 
jimcts ; and so long as the cause (the expressive verbal form) is there, it is not 
possible for the effect (the expression of the meaning) not to bo there. 

‘ What if it is so ? ' If it is so, then, it cannot be asserted that ‘ the second- 
ary meaning is not expressed when the qualifying adjuncts are not there, 
and it is expressi'd when the adjuncts are there Nor can it be said that 
in t)io latter case what is expressed and understood is the meaning of tlic 
group (consisting of the main word and its adjuncts). Because the distinc- 
tion among the meanings of words always depends upon allirmatioii and nega- 
tion [i.e. if a meaning is expressed when a word is there, and is not expressed 
when it is not there, then that meaning is attributed to that word).—* But in 
the case in question (of the word and its adjuncts), what is understood is the* 
meaning of a sentence (not of at^orrf ).* — ^Thisalso is not possible ; because therc^ 
is no ‘ meaning of the sentence * apeurt from the meanings of the words as corre- 
lated together. — *rhus then, you must accept the following conclusion — The 
term* agnP is expressive of the Fire, and tho same term ‘ agni ’ is expressive 
of the Boy ; and hence there is no difference between tho ‘ primary * and the 
secondary ’ meanings of a word, dt might be explained that — ‘ that mean- 
ing which is well ktwwn is 'primary, while that which is only a little known 
is the secmulary meaning*. — ^*rhis also will not be acceptable; ‘being well 
known * is nothing more than behig cognised, and as regards cognition, there? 
is no difference between the two meanings. — ^It might be added that — ‘ that 
is tho Prhnary meaning in which sense the word is used in most cases, while 
that is the secondary meaning in which it is used in only a few cases’.— This 
also is not right ; even when used in a few cases, tho word could not express 
that meaning unless it had the capacity to do so; so that that meaning 
also is understood * from the words ’, and as such must be regarded as the 
primary meaning.” 

Answer — ^There is a difference; as a matter of fact, the Boy is not 
understood from the word * AgnV, — “How do you know that?” — It has 
been explained above that it is not right to attribute several meanings to 
one word. 

Questim — “Why then can it not be the other way (the Fire being the 
secondary and the Boy the primary meaning) ? ” 

Anmver — ^We find people comprehending Fire from the word ^ Agm\ 
without paying any heed to, or having any idea of, the Boy, but no one 
even comprehends the Boy from the word *agni\ except through the 
notion of Fire. — “Why is it so?” — As a matter of fact, the word ‘fire* 



384 


SHABABA-BHlSYA : 


in always applied to things that resemble Fire; that is why we find the 
word ceasing to apply to a thing that has ceased to resemble Fire;— < 
what therefore makes the word *agnV applicable to other things is the 
similarity to Fire ; — and until we have the notion of Fire itself, there cannot be 
any notion of aimiUirity to it; — from this it follows that what the word 
^ agnV is expressive of is the Fire^ not the Boy; that is why its primary 
connotation consists of the Fire^ not the Boy, 

Similarly the word ‘ varhih * has its primary connotation in grass, not in 
what resembles grass. 

Thus then, there being two kinds of meanings of words, it is only right 
that there should be a consideration of the question as to whether a 
certain word is to be taken in its primary or secondary signification. 


On this question as relating to Mantras, we have the following Purva^ 
paksa : — '* The Mantra may be used in its primary as well as in its secondary 
sense. -Why ?— Because both the meanings are equally capable of being 
expressed; for instance, both — grass and the thing resembling grass — are 
capable of being signified by the term ‘ Varhih^ (‘grass’), — the only differ- 
ence being that the grass is signified directly, while the thing resembling grass 
is signified indirectly, through the grass. So that where the term ‘ varhih' is 
used as expressing something that helps in the Darshapurnamdsa sacrifices, 
every one of those things should be understood by it that are capable of 
being signified by that t(*rm ; as there is no ground for picking and choosing 
among them. —Further, if this view is accepted, then it is no longer necessary 
to transfr'r, from the Darshapurnamdsa sacrifice, all those mantras that are 
addres.sod to Pusan [the transfer which has been considered necessary on 
the ground of there being no such deity as Piisan at the Darshapurnamdsa^; 
-this transference becomes unnecessary as the term ‘ pusan ’ by indirect 
indication, stands for Agni, which is a deity at the Darshapurnamdsa [and 
ex-hypothesis, what is indirectly indicated by the Mantras is as acceptable as 
what is directly expressed].” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta: — The 
Mantra is to be used in its primary, not in its seco'ndary, sense. — Why ? — 
Because both are not equally capable of being expressed. When a mantra is 
mentioned in a certain context, it is in its primary (direct) sense that it 
comes to be connected with the rest of the context ; so that the idea comes 
to be that ‘ one should accomplish by. this Mantra whatever one is capable 
of accomplishing by it’ ; it is found that the mantra is capable of helping 
the act by expressing its meaning (and thereby indicating certain euscessory 
details in connection with that act) ; — ^it is however not capable of expressing 
what is only its indirect or secondary meaning; — hence it follows that it 
cannot be used in this secondary sense. 

Objection — “ The secondary meaning can be comprehended through the 
primary meaning”. 
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True; but its purpose having been fulfilled by the expressing of the 
Primary meaning, there is no justification for its being used in its secondary 
sense. When it is used in its primary sense» its uselessness or meaningless- 
ness becomes set aside ; — and when the uselessness has been sot aside, there 
is no more reason for admitting the secondary moaning; specially because 
the word cannot indicate its secondary meaning without having previously 
expressed its primary meaning. Thus, there being no justification for it, the 
inantra cannot be used in its secondary sense. 

Further, for the signification of the secondary meaning, — which is based 
upon the capacity of the word, — there are various means (or methods) : and 
‘ capacity * is only a part of the word, as has been declared under Sutra 
1. 4, 30, where it is said that ‘ the deducing of the conclusion may bo based 
upon the capacity of things, because the capacity of things forms an 
integral part of things *. Under the circumstances, if the mantra were always 
used in accordance with its secondary moaning, then every other means 
would have to be rejected and there would be no authority for this. 

“The fact of the mantra occurring in the Veda would be the requisite 
authority.” 

This fact has no power to sot aside the other means. 

“ This same objection would apply to the case of the mantra being used 
according to its primary meaning.” 

Not so, we reply. If the mantra were not used oven according to its 
primary meaning, then it would not help tho Principal (Sacrifice) at all; and 
in that case, tho very presence of the 'mantra in the Vedio text would 
bo meaningless. — Thus there is a difference between the Primary and 
Secondary meanings. 

Further, the man who employs tho mantra in its secondary sense, 
•should be asked. — For what purpose do you admit tho signification of the 
Primary meaning at all ? — If he says that — “ I do so, as otherwise, there could 
bo no cognition of the secondary meaning,” — then the answer to him should 
ho that there are other means also of getting at the secondary moaning. — 
Being thus pressed, ho might say — “ Tho cognition of the Primary moaning 
also is one of those means.” — The Siddlvdntin should say in reply — In that 
(^ase, the mantra cannot be always used in its secondary sense ; because in a 
case whore the Primary meaning is admitted for the purpose of getting 
at the secondary meaning, — it would come to this that the mantra 
would be used according to its primary meaning (which would have come in 
first). — What is wanted to bo known for practical purposes is, not the 
expressive mantra, but tho expressed meaning; so that if (in any case) there 
were need for what is sought to be got at indirectly from tho words of tho 
mantra (as its secondary meaning), — that could be got at through some 
other means (some other sentence), — and recourse need not be had to tho 
mantra in question itself. If, on the other hand, there wore need to got at 
some meaning from the mantra, then, that need would be fulfilled by tho 
signification of the primary meaning itself, and in that case there would 
be all the loss reason for using the Mantra in its secondary sense. — ^Thus it is 
established that, as between the Primary and the Secondary meaning, 
it is through the Primary meeming only that the Mantra should be used. 

25 
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SUTRA (2). 

Being sanctificatory in character, it should not be 
USED IN CONNECTION WITH WHAT IS NOT ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

rt has been argued by the Purvapaksin that — “[if we accept the 
secondary meaning of mantras] there would be no need for transferring 
the mantras addressed to Pusan (from the Darshapurnamdsa, on the ground 
that Pusan is not a deity at this sacrifice) ’ ; — our answer to this is that, it 
is only right that there should bo this transference of the Mantra in question ; 
— the mantra is sanctificatory in character ; and as such would bo absolutely 
useless if tho object to he sanctified wore not there ; consotiuently it is only 
right that it should be transferred to a place whore it may serve a useful 
purpose ; and there could be nothing objectionable in this. 



ADHiKARAiiTA (2) : Mautras indicative of Indra are to be 
tised in approachinr/ the ‘ Gdrhapalya ’ Fire — [Exception 
to the foregoing Adhikarami], 

SUTRA (3). 

The ‘AIndkI’ Mantra sHour4i> not be used according to its 

PRIMARY signification, — BECAUSE THEBE IS THE DISTINCT 
DECLARATION. 

Bhd{ii/a. 

[This is an oxcoption of the general law propounded in the preceding 
Adhikarana, that * Mantras should be used aceording to their primary moaning.*] 

In connection with the * Agni\ wo read — * N ivesJumah sanganiano 
casuivim — ityaimhyd gdrJiaj^atyamupatiathate * [‘Witli the Almlrl mantra — 
Nmshanah sanganiand vasundm — one worships the Cidrhapatya Fire*]. 
(Maitra. Sam. 3. 2. 4). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the worshipping to be 
done of Indra or of the Odrhapatya Fire ? 

Objection — “ Why should there bo any such doubt, when there is the 
clear declaration to tlie elleot that ‘ one should worship the Odrhapatya. * 

Answer — When the worshipping is done with a certain mantra text, it is 
not mere worshipping that is meant to be done, but a * sanctification * 

means of words expressive of glorification ; — now as a matter of fact, 
the Aindri-M antra (i.e. a inantra descriptlive of Indra) could not, in any 
way, bo expressive (and eulogistic) of Fire (Odrhapatya) ; — so that there 
might be a suspicion that the sontonco ‘ Odrhapatyamupatisthate * does not 
lay down the approaching (or worshipping) of the Odrhapatya Fire, but 
tlie worshipping (of some other deity) in the Odrhapatya Fire ; — and yet 
there is no word in the sentence — either with the Instrumental or the 
Locative ending — which could express this latter idea. Hence a discussion 
becomes necessary for the purpose of getting at the right solution of the 
difliculty. 

On the said question then, we have the following Purvapaksa — 
“ Through the force (of the words), it is the worshipping of Indra that is to 
bo done with the Mantra; specially as the worshipping of the Odrhapatya 
Fire is something that cannot be done with it. — ‘How then is the Accusa- 
tive ending (in * gdrhapatyam') to bo explained?’ — The Accusative ending 
is not meant to signify what is the most desired ; it is meant to signify mere 
connection ; or through the connection, the term ‘ gdrhapatya ’ would qualify 
the act of worshipping ; the sense of the injunction being that ‘ the 
worshipping qualified by the Garhapatya Fire should be done to Indra*; 
and the Gdrhapatya Fire would thus serve the purpose of specifying the 
place for that act (of worshipping Indra) which forms the primeury significa- 
tion of the Mantras, ’* 
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In answer to the above Purvapakaat we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
Ths * Aindrl mantra ’ should not be used according to this primary significa- 
tion^ became there is the distinct declaration. {Su.). — It is not right that 
the approaching should be done to Indra ; in fact the Aindrl mantra should 
not be used according to its primary signification. — Why so ? — Because 
of the force of the * distinct declaration*, — i.e. the declaration in the shape 
of the words ^ Aindryd gdrhapatya7nupati8thate' [‘with the Aindrl mantra 
one approaches the Gdrhapalya Fire'}\ where the Accusative ending points 
to the Gdrhapatya Fire as the predominant factor. — [As regards the 
objections urged against this interpretation] what is there that a direct 
Vedic declaration cannot do ? In fact there is no burden too heavy for a 
direct Vedic declaration. — Hence it follows that the worshipping to be done 
is of the Gdrhapatya Fire. 


SUTRA (4). 

Even thoucjh the connection (between words and 

THEIB MEANINGS) IS NOT CREATED BY VERBAL 
DECLARATIONS, YET THERE WOULD BE INDICATION 

OK Fire by reason of common 

PROPERTIES. 


Objection — “ It has been pointed out above that it is not possible for 
the worshipping of the Gdrhapatya Fire to be done with the A indrl mantra. ** 

It could be done on the strength of the direct declaration (* gdrhapatyam 
upatisthate * ). 

“ Even a hundred direct declarations could not make this possible ; in 
fact, by making the declaration that ' Fire is denoted by the term indra * 
one w’dild be stultifying himself ; as such a declaration would bo like such 
absurd declarations as ‘ one should sprinkle with Fire, ’ ‘ one should light 
with water*. — ^Then again, the connection between the word and its mean- 
ing is not created by scriptural texts ; in fact that connection is something 
eternal and is only learnt from ordinary usage ; — as has been explained under 
Sutra 1. 1. 5. — ‘The relationship of the word with its meaning is eternal*. — 
It might be argued that ‘sometimes the connection between a word is 
actually created by verbal declarations, as is found in the case of such 
artificial names as Devadatta, Yajnadatta and the like ’. — There may be some 
case where a verbal declaration lays down the connection (between a word 
and its meaning); but the sentence under consideration is not one laying 
down any such connection as that ‘ the term Indra is the name of the 
Gdrhapatya Fire.’ Under the circumstances, how could the word * indra \ 
whose meaning is well known, be taken to signify that the Gdrhapatya Fire 
should be worshipped ; — it is not possible for a word expressive of one thing 
to signify another. What can any direct declaration do in this matter ? ** 

Our answer to this is as follows : — Even though the connection is not 
created by verbal declarations^ yet there would be indication of Fire by reason of 
common properties — (Su.) — ^That is to say, even though the sentence imder 
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consideration has not the efficiency to lay down the connection between 
a word and its meaning, yot it is possible to have the Qdrhapatya Fire 
spoken of by means of the term ‘ indra * ; — how ? — by reason of cotninon 
properties \ that is, the said indication (of Kire by the word ‘ indra^) would be 
indirect) there are such indirect indications based upon the presence of 
common properties; for instance, in such expressions as ‘The Boy is Fire’, 
‘ Devadatta is a lion ’ ; — similarly, the term ‘ indra ’ could bo applied to the 
Qdrhapatya Fire, which is not the (lod Indra (which is what is directly 
signified by the term ‘ indra^) ; but there is a point of resemblance between the 
Fire and the god Indra, — in the fact that the Gdrhapatya Fire helps in the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice, just as the god Indra does; or the point of 
resemblance may bo that the term * irulra ’ is derived from the root ‘ iruli ’ 
(to he supreme), — and the Gdrhapalya Fire also is supreme in regard to its 
own functions. Thus then, that (god) which is directly denoted b}" the term 
‘ indra * would indicate the Gdrhapatya Fire through similarity, or though the 
common property of being supreme ; — so that there would be no incongruity 
at all. 



ADHiKABAisrA (3): Mantras expressive of ‘ calling^ 
should he used in Calling. 

SUTRA (o). 


[PPEVAPAKSa] — “ So AT^SO IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ CALLING 
IF THIS BE TJROBD [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE 
NEXT SfTTRA|. 

Bhdsi/a. 

fWe have dealt with the j?eneral mle that Mantras are to be used in aceordance 
with their primary ineaninjr, and also with an exception to this rule. Wo now 
proceed to consider which special cases come under the peneral mle and which 
under the exception.] 

There are the DarslM-purnamdsa fiacrificcB, in connection with wdiieh wo 
read — ^ Haviskrt ehi if I friravaghnan dhvm/ati * — Tn regard to this there 
arises the question — Is the mantra Haviakrt ehl*) enjoined in connection 
with the striking ? or does the indicate tho time (for the Calling) ? 

Question — “ Tn what way can tho mantra bo taken as enjoined in 
connection with tho striking ? And in what way can the striking indicate tho 
time ?” 

Answer — If the sentence is construed as * Hnxnskrt ehi^iti trih nvnghnan 
dhvayatV ^ then the mantra should be taken as enjoined in connection with 
tho striking [the meaning of the sontonco being ‘while striking with the 
mantra — O Preparer of offering-materuilsy cornel — he calls’]; — ^whilo if tho 
construction is * Trih avaghnan dhvayatl — haviskrt ehlti\ then tho time (of 
calling) w’-ould bo indicated (by tho striking) [the moaning of the sentence 
being — ‘while striking, ho calls — O Preparer of offering^materials, come ! ’.] 

On the question here propounded, wo have tho following Purvapaksa — 
“ So also in the case of Calling (Su.) ; — i.o. just as AinAri mantra is enjoin- 
ed in regard to the Gdrhapatya (as decided in the foregoing Aflhikarafui)^ so 
here also, the mantra is enjoined in regard to tho striking. If this is done, 
then the Direct Assertion of the Voda becomes followed ; while if the other 
construction were adopted, then it would be necessary to have recourse to 
indirect indication^ and in that case the connection would be between the 
mantra and tho time of striking^ not between the mantra and the striking • so 
that the mention of ‘calling’ dhvayatV) would become a mere reference i 
that tho man should do the ‘ calling ’ having been learnt from other sources, 
tho prosont text would mean that ‘ He who repeats the mantra — Haviskrt ehi 
— does the calling'* ; and under this interpretation, the mantra would have to 
be taken as indicating the strikingf through some property [thus involving 
recourse to indirect indication^, — ^From this it follows that the Mantra should 
not be used in calling, ” 
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SUTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta] — It is not so; it is the injunction of time, [the 

‘STRIKING ’I HA\TN({ BEEN ALREADY ENJOINED (eLSEWHERE). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right to take the sentence as laying down the Mantra in regard to 
the striking, — “ What then is the right view to take ?” — The right view is 
that it should bo taken as laying down the time. — ^“Why ?” -The sentence 
‘ trih CihvayatV lays down the threefold ness of the calling :■ -if this same sen- 
tence were taken as laying down the mantra also, then, by reason of the 
sentence containing tlie injunction of more than one accessory detail, there 
would be a syntactical split. Hence the construction should not be as 
‘ Haoiskrt ehi iii avaghnan, etc, ’ [‘ while striking with the mantra Maviskrt, etc, 
— he calls’), — it should bo as ‘ avaghnan dhvayati' (‘while striking he calls 
with the mantra ’ |. 

Objection In this construction also, the sentence would contain the 
injunction of thti Mantra, and also of the Time, — so that there would be the 
.same incongruity (of syntactical split).” 

Ansirer — Not so ; as a matter of fact, the Preparer of the Offering-mate- 
rials ha.s to be called at the time of the striking, because her presence is 
needed at the time ; so that in the sentence in cpiestion the connection of 
the calling is only referred- to (not enjoined), and all that is enjoined is the 
threefold repetition [so that there is no syntactical split involved]. 

As for the argument that “ the proposed interpretation involves the in- 
congruity, that the word has to be taken as indirectly indicating the Time 
(which recourse to indirect indication cannot be right) — our answer is that 
there is nothing wrong in this; because, in the first place, indirect indication 
is after all only an ordinary (secular) process (so that there is nothing 
inherently wrong in it] ; — and secondly, tlic Mantra, from its very form, 
is recognised as to be used for the calling (and as such needs no injunction) ; 
— so that the sentence in (juestion contains only a reference to tlie ,M antra; 

-as for the striking, that also is known to be already enjoined by another 
sentence |e.g ‘ Vrlhln avahanti\ ‘strikes the corn for threshing’]; — so that 
in the sentence in qiu\stion, the mention of this striking can very well 
bo taken as indicating the time. From all this it follows that the Mantra is 
to bt‘ used in the calling. 


SUTRA (7). 

Because the property is non-exlstent. 

Bhdsya, 

This sutra has to be explained after su2:)plyiiig a few' preliminary 
words (presenting the following argument from the Purimpaksin) — “Why 
cannot the name *haviskrt' be taken as signifying the act of striking itself? 
As a matter of fact, the striking (of the corn, in the process of threshing) 
does tend to the preparing of the offering material, and as such it can be called 
*haviskrt^ (Preparer of the offering material). — What would be gained by 
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this ? The advantage would be that the mantra ‘ Haviskrt, etc,' in that case, 
by its very form, would be recognised as to be used at the striking ; so that 
all that would be left to be enjoined by the sentence in question would be 
the threefold repetition \ and thus there would be no syntactical split.” 

The answer to this is given in the Sutra — Because the property is non-exis- 
tent ; the indirect indication of the act of striking (by the term ‘ haviskrt- 
cannot bo possible. As a matter of fact, the act of striking cannot understand 
that it is being ‘ called * ; so that any * calling ’ of it would servo only an invi- 
sible (transcendental) purpose ; while in the case of the sacrificer' s wife (who, 
according to the Siddhdnta, is the Haviskrt , Preparer of the offering mate- 
rials), the 'calling* serves a visible purpose (the lady coming up actually 
helps in the performance). — For this^reason also, the Mantra i« not to be 
used in connection with the striking, 

SUTRA (S). 

Also because there is an indicative text. 

Bhdsya, 

There is an indicative text also (liointing to the same conclusion) — 
* Vdgvai haviskrt vdchameva etat dhvayati' (Cf. Shatapatha. Bra. 1. 1. 4. 11). 
[Where Vak, speech, is spoken of as the * Haviskrt']; as a matter of fact, 
there is no similarity between speech and the act of striking (which latter, 
according to the opponent is the Haviskrt) ; while between speech and the 
sacrificer's wife, there is a distinct similarity, — the wife is a female, and the 
word ‘ Vdk' (speech) also is of the Feminine Gender; the act of striking, on 
the other hand, is neither Feminine, nor Masculine, nor Neuter. — “For 
striking also there is a word in the Feminine Gender — in the shape of the 
word ‘ Kriyd' (act).” — Our answer to this is that the word expressive of the 
act of striking is not always necessarily of the Feminine Gender ; there is the 
word ‘ avaghdta ’ (which means striking), which is in the Masculine Gender ; 
there is also the word ^ Karma' (act), which is in the Neuter Gender. — 
Further, the similarity of the wife to the Vdk is in her own form (the lady 
herself being a, female), while that of the act of striking, is though a foreign 
element in the shape of the word expressive of that act. — For all these rea- 
sons, the Gender is more compatible if the wife (and not the striking) is 
regarded as the ‘ Haviskrt ’ . 

SUTRA (9). 

Lastly, if the sentence were taken as layincj down the 
Mantra in connection with the ‘ strikino — it would 
BE repugnant (to OTHER INJUNCTIONS). 

Bhdsya, 

If the Mantra in question were taken to be enjoined as to be used in 
connection with striking, it would be repugnant to other injunctions ; — such 
as (a) ‘ Apahatam raksa ityavalmnti *, (6) ‘ Apahatd ydtudhdnd ityavahanti \ 
[where other mantras are distinctly enjoined as to be used in connection with 
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striking^. Now these injunctions would be disobeyed in the event of the 
mantra ^Haviskrt ehV being used in connection with the striking, — For this 
reason also, the striking should be taken as indicating the time (of the Call- 
ing), and the Mantra also should be taken as to be used in connection 
with the Galling. 



Auhikara^ta (4) ; The Mantras speaking of acts like the 
‘ Agniviharana ’ should be used in connection 
vnlh those same acts. 

SOTRA (10). 

So ALSO WITH ‘ RTSINO ’ A]SD ‘(JIVINO VENT*. 

Hhdsi/a. 

Tn coniu'ction with the Jyolisioma, wo read — (a) * Uttisfhan anvdhn-aym- 
ffagnin vilmra ’ ; anti also * Vratam krntUa — Hi rdcham visrjati' (Taitti. Sarii. 
1). 1. 4. 4). 

In regard to tliose texts, there arises the question — Are the two mantras 
tmjoiiiod here in connection with the two acts of (a) rising and (h) giving vent 
to speech ? Or are these acts mentioned only as indicating the time (for the 
repeating of the Mantras) ? 

The present Sutra applies to the present case the principle arrived at in 
the foregoing Adhikarana; so that the Pfxroapaksa of the previous Adhi~ 
karana should be the Pilrvapaksa here, and the Siddtidnla arrived at there 
should be accept ed as the Siddhdnta hero also. 

According to the Purvapaksa then, the meaning of the two sentences 
would bo — (a) ‘While rising with the mantra, Agnldagnln vihura he 
says’, and (h) ‘ Ho gives vent to speech with the mantra, Vratam krnuta\ 

According to the Siddhdnta on the other hand, — inasmuch as t ho acts of 
rising and giving vent do not possess the qualifications mentioned in the 
mantras, the meaning of the two sentences should be — (a) * While rising, he 
repeats the mantra Agnldagnln vihara \ and (fo) ‘ While, repeating the mantra 
Vratam knvitu, he gives vent to speech’. 

The Purvapakm interpretation is supported by Syntactical Connection, 
while the Siddhdnta view is supported by Indicative Power [and Indicative 
Power is always more authoritative than Syntactical Connection^. 

{a) Even if the mantra * Agnldagnln vihara ’ were somehow capable of 
expressing the act of rising, on the basis of the fact that Fire becomes bright- 
ened by the act of rising and it is the Fire (hat is ‘carried over’, — [so that 
the term ‘ agnld ’ in the mantra, literally meaning agniridhyate anenn, would 
signify tlie act of rising I, — ^and (h) even if the mantra ‘ Vratam krnula ’ were 
somehow capable of expressing tht^ act of giving vent to speech, — the repeat- 
ing of the mantra could serve a transcendental purpose only ; hence the two 
mantras cannot be regarded as meant to be repeated in connection with the 
acts <3f rising and giving vent respectively. [What is meant is that, inas- 
much as Rising and (Jiving Vent do not possess the qualifications spoken 
of in the mantras, these latter could not be used in connection wdth those 
acts. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1069.] 

If the mantras were taken as to be used in connection with the acts of 
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Rising and Giving Vent, — this would set aside another Mantra which has 
been enjoined — ^viz. the mantra ‘ Yah pashundin rsabho vdchah, ’ 

Lastly, if thornantras were enjoined in connection with the acts of liiswg 
and Giving Vent, then they could serve a transcendental purpose only ; on the 
other hand, if they were used as directions (addressed to the priests concern- 
ed), they would serve a visible purpose. 

For thes(^ reasons, in this case, the right course would be to have 
recourse to indirect indication [and take the mantras as to bo addressed 
to the priests at the time of ‘ rising’ and * giving vent to speech’]. 



Adhikaraija (6) : The ‘ Suktavaka ' Mantra is to he 
used in the ‘ Prastara-praharana\ ‘ Throwing4n 
of the Orass-bundle * . 

SUTRA (11). 

[PGrvapaksa] — “In the SCktavIka-m antra there is injunction 
OF time, as it is subservient to the purposes 
OF something else.’* 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha^purnamdsa wo read — ‘ Suktavdkena pras- 
taram praharalV [the niantra beginning with * Idam dydvdprithivl bhfidra- 
mabhul' (Tai. Bra. 3. 4. 10. 1) is called * Suktavaka' ; a handful of kusha- 
grasfl ia called ^prastara' ; its * praharana' consists in its being thrown into 
the Fire], 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Suktavaka enjoined 
in reference to the Thro winy -in of the grass ’bundle ? or do we have here 
an indication of the tim^ ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakm : — “ The sentence 
should be taken as indicating the time ; — why ? — because the Suktavaka 
is for the purpose of pointing out the Deity, and as such cannot have any 
connection with the Throwing^in of the Orass-bundle, — and the grass-bundle 
is for the purpose of being used as a receptacle for the Sruks (ladles) ; [so 
that this also can have no connection with the Suktavaka; — and thus the 
two being independent of one another, neither of them could bo treated as 
an auxiliary to the other.] ’’ 


SUTRA (12). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the sentence should be taken as an 

IN.rUNCTION (of the MANTRA IN REFERENCE TO THE THROWING - 
IN) ; BECAUSE THE NAME ‘ YAJYA ’ COULD NOT BE APPLIED TO 
THE MANTRA HAPHAZARDLY — (WITHOUT REASON). 

Bhdsya, 

The sentence should be taken as an injunction of the mantra (Suktavaka) 
in reference to the Throwing-in of the grass-bundle ; it is only when this is done 
that the meaning comes to bo what is actually declared through Direct 
Assertion, by the Instrumental ending in the word * Suktavdkena'; — if the 
sentence were taken in any other sonse» it would involve indirect indication, 
— the meaning being that ‘one should throw-in the grass-bundle at the 
time indicated by the Suktavaka — ^Further, it is only when the sentence is 
taken as enjoining the mantra in reference to the Throwing-in of the grass- 
bundle that the name ‘ Ydjyd * becomes applicable to the Suktavaka ; 
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for tho Suktavdka can be ‘ Ydjyd* (a sacrificial auxiliary) only if it is to be 
used in connection with an offering, and in the case in question the grass- 
bundle is an offering! (that is thrown into tho fire with tho Suktavdka- 
mantra), 

StJTRA (13). 

As FOR THE POINTING OUT OF THE DeITIES, THE MANTRA SERVES 
THAT PURPOSE ALSO, BY REASON OF THE CONNECTION OF THOSE 
DEITIES (with the ACT OK ‘ OFFERING ’). 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (by tho Purvapaksln) that the Suktavdka is capable 
of pointing to tho deity, not of being used in connection with the “ Throwing- 
in of the grass-bundle — Our answer to this is as follows : — It is not impossible 
for the mantra pointing to a deity to be used in connection with the 
Throwing -in; tho Throwing~in is a form of sacrifice, and tho Deity of that 
sacrifice is pointed out by the mantra ; —so that tho connection between 
the two is clear. — As a matter of fact, we find that the actual words of 
the mantra — ^ Agnlridam havirajusatdvivrdhata', (Taitti. Bra. 3. 5. 10. 2; 
Shata. Bra. 1. 9. 1. 9) mention the deity Agni; — then come the words * dshd- 
ste'yam yajamdnah ’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 5. 10. 4 ; Shata. Bra. 1. 3. 1. 12), which go on 
to mention the several things that the sacrificer hopes for, and then concludes — 
‘ yadanemi kavisd dshdste tadasya sydP (Shata. Bra. 1. 9. 1. 10) ; — those words 
point to the grass-bundle as tho offering-material and and tho rest as the 

particular deities of tho offering: thus (by virtue of this connection between 
the deities and the grass-bundle) the throwing-in (of the Bundle) becomes 
an act of sacrifice; and hence it is quite possible for tho grass-bundle 
to be ‘thrown-iii’ (i.e. offered in sacrifice) with the Sukta-vdka-mantra, — if 
the act of ‘ throwing -in * is a sacrifice and of this sacrifice Agni and the 
rest are the deities. — Thus oven when tho Suktavdka is connected with 
tho act of Throwing-in, it is quite possible for it to serve the purposes of the 
Deity. — If there were only the words ^ agniridam havirajusatdvlvrdhata'* , — 
and the other words * dshdste 'yam yajamdnah', etc. were not there, — then 
tho sentence would have ended with the declaration that ^ Agni and tho 
other deities are to bo sacrificed to’, without any other desired factor; as, 
however, there are the other words also — * dshdste 'yam yajamdnah etc. — the 
full meaning of the sentence comes to bo that ‘ Agni and other deities are 
sacrificed to with Cake and other substances, — and that whatever else the 
sacrificer desires, he would obtain by means of the grass-bundle ( thrown - 
in).* 


* The sense of this is that, even before the words 'SuktavdkSna prastaram 
praharati', it is found that a portion of the Suktavdka-mantra itself is capable 
of connecting it with the offering in question. Though tho indicative power 
of tho mantra is equally applicable to all kinds of offering-materials, yet, on 
the strength of tho Direct Assertion in question, the words *yadanSna havisd, etc.’ 
must be taken as referring to the graas-bundle.-^Ot it may bo that from the 
very beginning, the word *idam' refers to the grass-bundle; for the simple reason 
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Objection — “ Even though all these words are there, the sentence should 
be taken as ending in the pointing out of the Deities, — the meaning being 
that ^ Agni and the other deities have been sacrificed to with Cake and 
other things, — and from this same act the Sacrificer would obtain whatever 
else he may desire, in the shape of longevity and the like’.” 

Answer. — If the nianlrais connected both ways (with the act of Throw- 
ing-in and with the pointing out of the deity), it should be used in connec- 
tion with the act of Throwing-in, and this would not interfere with the indi- 
cative power of the mantra (pointing out the deity), and it would also be 
compatible with the indications of Syntactical Connection, 

Or, we may take the words ‘ AgnirUlam havirajuaata ’ as referring to the 
grass-bundle itself as the ‘ havih * (offering-material) ; so that the pronoun 
‘ idani\ which refers to the factor in close proximity to it, becomes quite 
compatible. 

80TKA (14). 

“Thk action is of the natuke of ‘ Disposal’ [hrnce the mantra 

COULD NOT BE AN AUXILIARY TO IT], ” — IF THIS BE 
UROED, [THEN THE ANSWER IS TUATJ LIKE THE 
‘ SVISTAKRT ’ OFFERIN(i, IT COULD BE THE 
SANCTIFICATION OF BOTH. 

[This ^i7/mhas been taken as two separate Stitras in the TantravUrtika where it 
is reinarkod that this splitting up ot the Sutra into two has been indicated by all 
old teachers.] 

Bhd§ya, 

The following argument might be urged (by the Opponent) — “The? 
grass-bundle having been used for the depositing of the Sruks, the act of 
throwing it in would be of the nature of ‘ disposal ’ [and hence neither the 
mantra nor the deities could be auxiliary to it].” 

The answer to this is that it would he like the Svistukrt\ — that is to sjiy, 
in the case of the Svistakrt, it is found that out of the Cake that has been 
used at the (Darslvapurimmdsa) sacrifice, the Svistakrt-a^ov’m^ is made, 
on the strength of the injunction to that effect ; — and this Svistakrt 
offering is of the nature of a ‘sacrifice’, as well as of the natui*o of the 
‘ disposal ’ of the Cake-remnant i — similarly in the case in question, by the 
offering of the ‘ gr ass -bundle ’, there would be a ‘ disposal ’ of the bundle that 
has been used, as well as an act of ‘sacrifice’ would be accomplished. So 
that there is nothing incongruous in the Siddhdnta view. In fact, when a 
substance is ‘disposed of’, then also there is a ‘giving away ’ (offering); — 
so that it follows that the substance is directly ‘ disposed of and at the 
same time an act of ‘ sacrifice ’ is accomplished, on the strength of the dis- 
tinct injunction (‘ Prastaram praharatP ). — Thus then, we conclude that the 


that the other materials — Cake and the rest— are not there at the time. — Thus 
there can be nothing incongruous in tho Suktavaka being used in connection with 
the Throwing-in of the grass-bundle.— Tantravartika — Trans., pp. 1076-1076. 
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Suktavdka is the mantra to be used in connection with the act of ‘ Throw - 
ing-in’. 

[Kurnarila siij^gesta two other interpretations of the Sfitra 'for which see 
Tantravartika—'YvB.Ti^., pp. 1070-1077.] 



Adhikaraijta (6) : The Suktamka-mantras are to 
he used in accordance with their significations. 

SUTRA (15). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The entire set of SiJktavaka-mantras is to 

BE USED AT BOTH THE SACRIFICES; BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED AS ONE COMPOSITE WHOLE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darshapurtuimdsa, we read — * Suktavdkena 
praataram praharatV [‘With the auktavdka, he throws-in the grass-bundle ’]. 
— ^Tn regard to this, there arises the question — Is the entire Suktavdka to be 
used at the PaurTmrtidal sacrifice', and the entire one again at the Anui- 
rdayd sacrifice ? Or, are parts of it to be extracted and used according 
to the signification of each mantra (composing the Suktavdka) ? 

On this, we have the Purvapaksa stated in the Sutra — “ The entire set is 
to be used at both the aacrljicea ; — why so ? — because it is the entire bod>’ 
of the p€urticular mantraa that is named ‘ auktavdka * ; so that if even a 
single word were omitted, it would cease to be ‘ auktavdka \ — and the act of 
Throwing -in done in that case would not have been done ‘ with the auktavdka \ 
— Hence the entire Suktavdka should be taken as to be used at both the 
sacrifices.” 


SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — In rkality, the mantras should be used in 

ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR SIGNIFICATION; BECAUSE THEY ARE 
SANCTIFICATORY OF WHAT IS AN AUXILIARY. 

Bhdsya, 

Those mantra-texts that indicate the deities of the Paurimmaal sacrifice 
should be used at the Paurimmaal sacrifice, — not at the Amdvdayd 
sacrifice ; similarly, those that indicate the deities of the Amdvdayd sacrifice 
should be used at the Amdvdayd sacrifice, — not at the Paurnamdal sacrifice ; 
— It has been explained (under 3. 2. 2) that Mantraa help in the 
sacrifice only by ‘sanctifying’ something that is auxiliary to that 
sacrifice — not in any other way ; hence mantraa should be used only at that 
sacrifice to which they render such a help. Consequently it is not right 
that the entire set of ‘ auktavdka ’ mantraa should be used at the 
Paurimmaal sacrifice, or that the entire set should be used at the Amdvdayd 
sacrifice. 
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SUTRA (17). 

If it bk urged that “ on the strength of the Injunction 
[the whole should re USKD at both] *’ — [THEN THE 
ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWINC; SOTRA], 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following argument of the Purvajtakaln — “There is the 
injunction in the form that ‘ one throws-in the grass-bundle with the 
Suktavdka * ; and even if a single word were omitted in the tnanlraa, the 
Throwing-in would not be done ‘with the Suktavdka', as what has been 
enjoined is the use of the entire set of the Suktavdka." — The answer to this 
is given in the following Sutra : — 


8UTRA (18). 

The term ‘ entire ’ is in reference to both (sacrifices) taken 
to(jethkr; as 'pue (Context (oe both) is the same. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘entire’ (\vhen used in tho expression ‘the entire Suktmdka 
should be used ') must be taken in reference to what is done at the 
Paurnauidsl and tho .hndvdsyd taken together, — because tho context 
Ijelongs to both these sacrifices; so that when tho Suktavdka is used at 
both together, — in parts (one part at the Patirnamdsi and another at 
llie A tnd vdsyd) — the entire Suktavdka becomes used. 

Objection (to this presentation of tho Siddhdnia) — “This explanation is 
not right; factors dependent upon something else (and hence incoinpipte in 
thomselves) cannot have any connection with the procedure (of a sacrifice) ; 
in fact, it is not the Procedure that is declared (in the Vedic texts) as to be 
qualified by those factors ; it is those factors themselves that are taken as 
(puilifiod by the Procedure. — Why so ? — Because Actions are not enjoined in 
reference to tho Procedure; they aro enjoined in reference to the Result; 
tile Procedure itself is enjoined in reference to the Actions. Now, as 
the entire Procedure is equally circumstanced (in reference to the Actions 
composing the l)ar»tuipurnamdfia), it cannot bo understood which part of 
the Procedure is enjoined in reference to which particular Action, and is not 
enjoined in reference to which other. — Thus then, (a) because all (the 
fnanlras of tho Suktavdka) have been laid down as helping the action, — 
(6) because the entire Procedure is equally circumstanced in relation to the 
action, — (c) because there is the diroct declaration (‘with the Suktavdka, 
he throws-in tho grass-bundle’), — {d) because tho indication of the Con- 
text is equally applicable to all, — the entire Context belongs to each of 
the actions concerned, as taken independently by itself, not as along 
with the other action. Consequently, it follows that the entire Suktavdka 
has been enjoined in refere^^ , ri actions (composing the 

2(5 
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Darshapurnamdm ) ; so that oven if the two primary actions (tho Paurnamdsl 
sacrifice and the Amdvdsyd sacrifice) are separated, it is the Suktavdka 
in its entirety that has to bo used at each of them. — Hence oven those 
words (of tho Suktavdka-nmntra texts) that have no l)earing upon either 
of those sacrifices have got to be used, and (though having no direct visible 
bearing upon the action) they would serve some sort of a transcendental 
purpose : — all this is on the strength of the injunction that ‘ one should throw- 
in the grass-bundle with the Suktavaka-mantra * ; certainly no burden 
can be too heavy for a Vedic Injunction. In fact, even those words 
may, through some quality or the other, serve tho purpose of indicating 
the deities (pertaining to tiie sacrifice concerned).” 

fh regard to this last assertion, whnt we liave to say is that it is 
not right. It has already been explained (under 3. 2. 1), that Mantras have 
to bo used according to their direct meaning, not according to their 
indirect meaning. Being meant, as they are, to bo sanctificatory, the>’ 
may have to be inoved away from their (’ontext, but they cannot be 
taken as making any indications indirectly (through the presence of some 
quality). 

“ What answer have you got to the arguments that have been set 
fortli in support of the view that tho entire SukUirdka sliould be used 
at each of the two sacrifices ? ** 

Our answer is as follows: — 1'he entire Suktavdka is not one sentence: 
it consists, in fact, of many sentences ; of these, those sentences that speak 
of the principal deities appear in tho middle, while of those other words 
that are such as are applicable in common to several sentences, some 
appear before and some after the aforesaid sentences (speaking of the 
principal deities). — For instance, sentences speaking of the principal deities 
are the following — («) * Agniridam havirajusatdvlrrdhatn maho jydyokrta 
(Taitti. Bra, 3. 5. 10. 2), — (6) * A (jmsomdvida?n havirajnsMdniavimdhetdm' ; — 
now^ the common words preceding each of these mantras are ‘ I dam dydrd- 
prithinl, etc.’, and those coming after each are ‘ asyd nirdhet, etc.’ — Now every 
one of these sentences is entitled to he c;alled * Sdktavfdka', because it con- 
tains a good-declaration {sukta-vachana) [in that it indicates deities]; and 
nothing useful is spoken of by all the sentences taken as one composite whole. 
Hence this composite whole cannot bo regarded as ‘ Suktavdka ’. Nor is an\' 
such composiie whole directly helpful in the sacrifice. As for the singular 
number used, — in such expressions as ^ Suktavdko variate \ — it is duo to 
the fact that all the Suktavdkas form a single class or group, which is one 
only ; hence the injunction that ‘ one .should throw-in the grass-bundle with 
the Suktavdka' would be strictly obeyed if the grass-bundle were thrown -in 
with any one of the said several Suktavdkas. Thus, it is that there is no 
Suktavdka consisting of a composite whole (made up of the several sen- 
tences). — Under the circumstances, if those words which speak of tho deities 
of the Amdvdsyd sacriflee are not used at tho Paurmimdsl sacrifice, the 
Suktavdka itself does not become rejected by that omission; as in this 
case what happens is that what is indicated by the Context is sot aside 
by what is indicated by the Indicative power (of the Mantras) ; and it is only 
right that this should be so. 
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From ail this it follows that the Sukiavaka should bo split up and tht'u 
iiscd at tho Paurimmdsl sacrifico and at the AmdmHifd sacrifice. 


j Kumtirila is not satisfied with this presentation of the SifhJhdnta ; he 
has suggested another and a simpler exposition ; for wliich see Taniravdrtika 
— 'IVans., pp. 1083-1085. J 



AoHiKARAiiiA (7): The Kdmya ^ ydjyd-anuvdkycis^ are to be 
used only at those sacrifices that are declared to be 
conducive to the fulfilment of definite desirable 
results. 

SUTRA (19). 

On account ok ‘Indicative Power’, ‘Order ok Sequence’ ANr> 
‘Name’, the injunction in question should be taken 
AS related to the sacrifices declared to be 
CONDUCIVE to desirable RESULTS. 

Bhasya. 

There is a section of the Veda wherein the Kdmya Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds — 
consisting of the verses ‘ lndrd<jn% rocTmnd divah\ etc. (Mai. Sam. 4. 10. 4) — 
* Pravarmxiihhyah, etc. ’ (Mai. Sam. 4. 10. 4) — ‘ Indrdyninavatim pnrah, etc.’ 
(Mai. Sam. 4. 10. 5) — * Bhlalhadvrtirnm. etc.’ (Mai. Sam. 4. 10. 5, also 

Katha. Sam. 4. 16), and so forth — appear in a certain order. -Then w(' 
have certain Kdmya also (mentioned in a definite order), — such as — 

(n) * Aindrdgnamekdf fas fhakaj)alam nirvapet yasya sajdtd vrydyuh\ (6) *Aiv- 
d raynamekddashakapdlam nirvapet hhr(ltrryuvdn \ (n) ‘ Agnaye vaishvdnardya. 
dradashakapdlam nirvapet rukkdmah \ (d) Agnaye vaishrdnardyn dvddasha- 
kapdlam nirvapet sapatnamahhidroHyan and so forth. 

Now, in connection with the said Y djyd-Anuvdkyda, there arises the 
question — Ts the couplet of Y djydnnvakyd s oonnoated witli the name of the 
deity Indra-Agni to be used in connection with all those sacrifices that are 
offered to that deity Indra-Agni ? Or only at the one particular sacrifice to 
Indra-Agni which lias boon enjoined in the sentence just quoted (a)? — 
Similarly with the Y djyd- Anmydkyds connected with the deity V aiahvdnara. 

On thi.s question, wo have the following Purvapakm : - - 
. “ The Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds are to be used at every one of those sacrifices 
that are connected with the deities, Indra-Agni, Valshvdnara, Agni-Poma or 
Jdlaveddsa . — Why so ? — Because of the indicative potency of the Mantras 
concerned. — ‘ But the Order of Sequence and the Name would restrict the 
Ydjijd-Anuvdkyds to sacrifices to particular deities’. — True; but oven so. 
Indicative Power would always reject the indications of Order and Name.^' 

Against this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddfidnla : On account 
of ‘Indicative Power’, ‘Order of Sequence’ and ‘Name’, the Ydjyd- 
Anuvdkyds in question should be used in connection with those same Kdmya 
sacrifices which are mentioned in the texts quoted ; — the ‘ indicative power ‘ 
and the ‘order’ of the; Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds are the same as those of the said 
sacrifices ; from which it follows that they are auxiliaries to these same 
sacrifices. 

“ But it has been pointed out that Indicative Power is more authorita- 
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tive (that! Order and tho roHt; and the Indicative Power of the mantras 
connects them with all the sat^rifices, not only with the Kdmya ones).” 

That is true; but in the case in question what is more authoritative 
is the \nme; except through the indication of the 'Xanie*, tho Man- 
tras cannot be held to apply to the Kdmya sacrifices, and not to the 
sacrifices mentioned elsewhere. — Why ?- Except through the names 
(‘ Ydjyd ’ and ‘ A nnmkyd'), we cannot recognise even tho fact of tho mantras 
being Ydjyd- Anuvdkyd; (so that it being still unknown what tho verses 
are for), how could the Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd become connected with other 
sacrifices? — The Name (‘ Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd') itself indicates that it is only 
the Kdniya mantras — and not all versos — that can be recognised as 

* \ djyd-Anuvdkyd'. Jf no heed is paid to the Name, then the Mantras 
are not Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd \ if heed is paid to tho Name, then the Mantras 
must bo only the Kdmya ones; inasmuch as tho section in which the mantras 
appear is called tho • Ydjydnuvdkyd-Kdnda' . 

Question -“Why does the Sutra speak of both -(1) Indicative Power 
and Order, and also (2) Name ? ” ( “ The fact of tho mantras being connected 

with the Kdmya sacrifices is proved by Indicative Poiver helped by Order; 
or the very Name ordy is enough to prove the same conclusion. Why then 
should both have boon put forward ? — Tantravarlika ^YvniiA., p. 1087] ”. 

Answer — 'flKire are such sacrifices as tho (a) tho Pdthlkrteya, and (/>) the 
Vrdtapatlya ; and at those, there is room for the use of tw^o sets of mantras 
-(1) tho Sdmidhenl versos and (2) the Ydjydnuvdkyd versos. If the 
had put forward only ‘Indicative Power and Order’; then it woidd be 
possible for the Ydjydnuvdkyd verses to bo used in place of the Sdfnidheni 
verses, as such use would be pointed out by the Indicative Power of the 
mantras. (This anoiuah’ is avoided by mentioning * Name' also, which 
restricts tho Ydjydnuvdkyd mantras to their own sphere.] 

Question — “Why then should ‘Indicative Power’ and ‘Order’ ho 
mentioned [when t he necessary conclusion is ostablishofl by Name onlN | ? ” 

Answer — [If indicative Power and Order had not been added, and 
reliance were placed upon Name only, then] in that case, all the verses 
would be used for the [)urposes of the' Ydjyd-zinnvdkyd , and none would be 
used for the purpf)ses of the Sdmidhem, If, however, the purposes of the 
Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd are accomplished through Xame, and also through Indi- 
cative Power and Order, — then tho use of the mantras with the Sd m idkcnls 
becomes possible. For instance, after the place (in the order of sequence) 
of the Afjni-Vdruni sacrifice lias been passed over, -and that of the Somd- 
rawlrl sacrifices has not yet come up, — there come in certain verses called 

* Manoh rchah' , which, in connection with tho Sdmidhenl verses, are called 

* Dhdyyd ' ; — and two siudi Dhdyyd verses come to be assumed in this 
manner. 

Thus it is necessary that the Sutra should mention both (Indicative 
l^ower and Order and Name). 

['riiero would have boon no nood for inontioiiing all tho three, if tho mantras 
speaking of tho deities of tho sacrifices were exactly tho same in number as tho 
flacrilices themselves ; as a matter of fact, however, wo find that, iti the order of tho 
sacrifice which has a deity other than Agni, and which has a Y a jyd- A nuvakyd in 
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knopin^ with itself,- thorn are certain tnantrm actually portaiiiing to Aff/ii ; — if 
these were to ho used accordinpr to* the Name only, then they would come to be 
used in connection with the functions of the Yojifa (in connection with deities other 
th ni Such use of the mardraa is not possible: (11 because there is difference 

in tl)o Indicative Power (of the verses indicatinfi: deities other than Agni)^ and (2) 
because the application of the mantras pertaining to Agni would be set aside by 
the other mantras which are indicative of those same other deities. Thus then, if 
the use of the mantras rested upon Name only, then the mantras pertaining to 
Agni would not bo usfvl at all. — If, however, wo admit the force of Jndteative Power 
and Order also in controlling the use of the mantras, then, — after the Name 
udjya') will have ceased functioning, after having pointed out the fact of the 
mantras bein^r connected with a sacrifice, * yoga \ the precise use of the 
mantras will bo dotormiiied by their Indicative Power and Order-, and in this 
manner, the mantras pertaining to Agni wouM come to bo used as * SdmddhUnl * 
mantras . — The Bhasya shows a case where this actually happens : llctween the 
YajyanuvdkyUs related to the Agni-Varuni sacritices nnd those related to the 
Somaraudrl sacrihees, — we find the Manu-verses ; and yet these latter aro used a& 

* Dhayya' verses of the Samidhent ; [and this is possible f>nly because we depend 
upon all the three — Indicative Power, Order aiid Name, and not upoii Name 
only). — If we’ did not acimit the Order, and had only Indicative Power and Name, 
then there would be ttie anomaly that the first mantra pertaining to liidra would 
1)0 used at the second sacrifice, which is to I ndra-Agni ; when however Order stej)s 
in, lho/r.sf mantra becomes connected with the First sacrifice, the second with the 
second and so forth: because as the order becomes operative before the Name, 
it controls the Indicative Power also; so that there is no chance for the connecting 
of the mantras with any sacrifices not in keeping with llx' Order of So(| nonce. - 
TantravMikfi —Ynuxs,, f}p. 10««-I(>80.] 



ADHiKARAiiJA (8): At the ^ UpasthCina^ of the Agnldhray 
the mantras to he used must be those appearing in the 
same Context. 

SOTRA (20). 

[ PCrvapaksa] — “ When mantras are enjoined in a certain connec- 
tion, THAT Injunction should include those that do not 
APPEAR in the same CONTEXT; RECAUSK ALL ARE 
ENJOINED (as auxiliary TO THE SACRIFICE).” 


Bhdsya. 

In cionnection with the J yotiatoma, we read — ‘ Agneyyd agnidhramu- 
pntiathate {cf. Taitti. Sam. 3. 1. 6. 1), Aindryd sadah, Vaianavyn hatnrdhdnam' 
(Tai. Sam. 3. 1. 6. 1) [With the Agnoyi verse, on© approaches the ylf/nidAm, — 
w'ith the A tndrl verse, the Assembly-room, — with the Vaianmn verse, the 
Havirdhdtm'^. — In regard to this, there arises the question, — Is the 
a ppronching to be done with only those mantraa indicative of the said deities 
that are found in the same Context? or are the nmntraa indicative of the 
(leities to bo cAilled from the whole ten mandalaa of the Rgveda Ddahutayi * ) 
for being used at the Approaching ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa : — “ When in a 
certain connection (context), a mantra is enjoined, through its Indicative 
I’ower, it should bo culled out of the Ten Mandalaa ; as the mantraa in the 
Ten Mandalaa are capable 'of being called by such names as ‘ dgneyV and the 
rest (anyone of which names cannot be confined to the one particular mantra 
appearing in the same context as the action in question) ; the particular on© 
appearing in the same context is one that has been already used elsewhere in 
connection with another action [i.e. the main Jyotistoina sacrifice itself], and 
as such cannot be enjoined in connection wdth the action in question [i.e. the 
act of Upaathdna] ; because, for mantras like those under consideration, it is 
not right that w'hat has been enjoined once should be enjoined again. — 
* Mantras like w’hat ? ’ — What we mean is that when a mantra has been once 
enjoined in a qualified form, it cannot be enjoined again, in its unqualified 
(general) form, through its Indicative Power. [For instance, if a certain 
Mantra speaking of Agni — viz. ‘ Agnirmurdhd, etc.’ — has been enjoined speci- 
fically in its own special form, it cannot be enjoined again under the general 
name of ‘ Agneyl ’ ; and yet this is exactly what would happen if, in the 
sentence * Agneyyd agnidhram upati8thate\ the term * agneyl' were restric- 
ted to the one mantra in the Context]. — ‘ Why so ? ’ — Because if the Indi- 
cative Power (through which it is meant to be enjoined) is taken as mention- 
ed by way of specifying the Mantra, then it could be specihed only in the 
qualified form, — the sense being that ‘ the act in question (upasthdna) is to 
be done with such mantras as contain W'ords indicative of the deity (Agni) ’ ; 
and in this case, the Mantra cannot be taken as enjoined, [as the potency of 
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the injunctive word is tnken up by the said specifictation]. On the other 
hand, if the Indicative Power is taken as enjoining the Mantra^ then the 
sense of the injunction would be ‘one does such and such an act by means 
of tlie mantra possessed of such and such Indicative Power * ; and in this 
latter case there would l:)e no specification of any particular mantra [and 
hence any Atjneyi mantra might be taken up]. It is for this reason that 
when a mantra has boon enjoined once in this manner, it is not right that 
there should bo another injunction of it of the kind in question. From this 
it follows that all tlie mantras in the Ten Mandalas which are found to have 
the Indicative Power in question should bo culled out for use.*’ 

Objection (against the Purvapaksa) — Through the force of the Context, 
the most reasonable course would bo to adopt those same mantras that are 
found in tlie same context. 

Purvapnksins answer — “This cannot be; as Indicative Power is more 
authoritative than (‘ontoxt.” \Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1002 notes that 
henceforward, in the present connection; the term * lit)(/a\ ‘indicative 
power’ is to bo taken in the sense ‘Direct Assertion’ or Text, which is liter- 
ally connected with the particular deity ?] 

Says the PurmpnkshC s Opponent — Indicative Power would set aside 
the Context only if there were conflict between the two; in the case in 
question, there is no such conflict; because if we accept tlie indication of 
the context and adopt the one particular (Agneyi) Mantra in the context 
which (!on(ains the requisite indicative words also (containiriLr, as it does, 
words expr(}ssi\ e of the deity, Ayni)^ -we do not, in any way reject the indi- 
cations of the Indicative Power; if wo adopted some such Mantra in the 
(,'ontext as did not contain the indicative word, then alone would we have 
gone against Indicative I^ower: — but by doing what wo do (i.e. by adopting 
that mantra in (ho context which does contain the requisite Indicative 
w ords) w’o arc following botli, the Context as well as the Indicative Power. 

Tho Purvapaksin ans>vers — “It is not as you put it. What Indicative 
Power indicates is that the act in question may be done by any mantra in 
tlie Ten Mandalas (which possesses the Indicative words) ; so that all such 
Mantras contained in the Ten Mandalas can be spoken of as Uigneyl' ; — 
now this notion provided by IndicMive Power is certainly rejected as wrony, 
if you follow (ho Context; that is, if you follow the Context (and thereby 
adopt only one Mantra as *d(jneyi'), you certainly reject tho said indica- 
tion by Indicative Power as wrong; if you do not accept the Context (and 
apply the name * agneyi' to all the Mantras in tho Ten Mandalas contain- 
ing the indi(^ativo words), then the notion derived from Indicative Power re- 
mains correct; — thus there is a clear conflict (between Context and Indicative 
Power) ; and when there is a conflict, tho Context must be regarded as the 
weaker of the two.” 

Says tho Piirmpaksin' s Opponent — -All that should bo done in course of 
tlio action of U paslhdna is that the condition of tho presence of the indica- 
tive w'ords should be adhered to; and it is not necessary that we should 
necessarily admit any mantra contained in tho Ten Mandalas ; — now if tho 
mantra appearing in the Context is adopted, the said condition becomes 
entirely fulfilled. On the other hand, if we adopt any mantra contained in 
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the Ten Mand^las, we set aside the particular mantra appearing in the Context^ 
— ^without any such conflict ( as would justify this exclusion). Nor is there any 
conflict between the Context and Indicative Power ; because tluj Cmitext points 
out the iruflividnal (dgneyl) mantra^ while Indicative Power indicates the 
(Agneyi) in general \ and the indnmhml is different from the Universal (or 
General). — From all this it follows that the mantra adopted should be one 
that contains the indicative? words and that appears in the Context. 

The Purvapaksin' s answer — “It is true that by adopting the mantra 
appearing in the context, the indication of Context is not infringed, and also 
that the indication of Indicative Power becomes honoured; but all the same 
tlie fact remains that a certain notion derived from Indicative Power — that 
‘ any mantra in the Ten Mavudalas^ which contains the indicative word 
may bo used ’ — comes to be regarded as wrong J*' 

PurvapakshCs Opponent — As a matter of fact, no individual (dgneyl) 
verse is denoted by the term (* dgneyl^) ; why then should the said general 
notion b(i taken as rejected if a certain individual (dgneyl verse) is not 
adopted. [The general notion is that * Agneyi Mantras should be used ’ ; this 
gcmeral notion is not contravened if we adopt one particular Agneyi Maidra 
and not adopt any other.] — 

The Purvapaksin answer.s — “We do not yet cpiite know whether what 
pertains to the case in question is, or is not, the generic character of contain- 
ing the indicative word. What is clear is that the term (^dgneyl) denotes 
the deity by means of the Nominal Affix, by virtue of wdiich the l)oit>' 
(so denoted) serves to i?idi(*ate the particular Mantra; \vha.t helps in the 
sacrifice is any individual mantra, not the class * Mantra* ; class also there is 
none other (in the cn.so in question) than the deity; and it is this Deity that 
indicate'^ that which helps in the sacrifice. It is, however, not known that the 
individual mantra to be used is this one, and not that other; — and so long 
as the individual mantra is not recognised as the one to be used, all those 
mantras should be admitted which contain the indicative word ; — so that 
the mantras in the Ten Ma^idUilas would eojno to be recognised as to be 
used ; such being the case, it would bo very wrong to reject these through 
considerations of the (Context (and use only that mantra which appears in 
the Context). — Even so, it is not only those appearing in the Ten MandaUis 
that are to be used, — but that also may be used which appears in the 
Context.” 

The Opponent argues — It has been said above that the mantra that 
appears in the context has been enjoined elsewhere for some other purpose, 
and hence it could not be enjoined for any other purpose. 

The Purvapaksin answers — “It is not necessary that the same mantra 
alone should be used for this other purpose; in fact that same, as also 
others — which resemble it in having the indicative words, — may be used ; 
and thus there would be no incongruity.” 

The Opponent -There would be this incougruity that both, Indicatit'e 
Power and Context, would not bo follow'ed. 

Purvapaksin — “ True, they would not bo follow^ed : but the Context does 
not deserve to be followed, for the simple reason that what it indicates is 
contrary to whaf is indicated by the Indicative Power, — Then again, it is 
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not necessars' tliat either the Indicative Power or the Context should be 
followed ; in fact, though it is true that the activity of the agent tends to- 
wards what is indicated by these, yet it is only when this is recognised as 
something fruiiful that the agent betakes himself to that activity [and not 
merely because the action has been indicated by Indicative Power or by 
Context or by both].*’ 

Question — What if this be so ? 

Purvapakain -“The effect of this is that the Indicative Power is not 
followed in any case ; so that there would be no activity towards anything 
else that may be indic ated by that Power. 

“ From all this it follows that the vMintTaa in the Ten Mandalas should 
he admitted.” 

SUTRA (21). 

[Siddhanta] — In reai.ity, only that mentioned in the 
Context (are to be admitted) ; becaitse ov the 
Context and of reasons. 

Bhdsya, 

* That mentioned in ///« context'^ — i.e. the mantra that which is spoken of 
ill the Context of the Jyotiatonm — should bo admitted ; -why ? — hecanse of 
the Context and of reasom; — i.e. the said mantra is what is indicated by the 
Context, and it is only right that the indication of the Context should be 
accepted. — Why so ? — It would not be right to take the sentence in question 
as laying down merely the fact of the mantra having some sort of a func- 
tion to perform in connection with the Jyotisfomn : because this genera I 
connection of the mantra with that sacrifice is already known from other 
sources [i.e. by the direct enunciation of the mantras to be used at the 
Jyotiatoma sacrifice — says the Tantravdrtlka] ; the sentence may, however, be 
taken as laying down the particular purpose to bo served by the ntantra in 
connection with the sacrifice, -because as yet, the fact of the mantra serving 
tliat particular purpose is not known; [so that what the sentence nicjans is 
that at the Upaathdna only those dynJeyl mantras are to be used that are 
connected with the Jyotistoma — says the Tantravartika]. Siicli being the 
case, if the indications of the C'ontext were entirely ignored, and tlie sen- 
tence were taken as laying down any (Agneyl) mantra contained in the Ten 
Mandalas, — there would be a syntactical split ; as in that case the sentence 
would have to be construed as — ‘ one should do the Upasthdna of the Agnl- 
dhra, — and that with a mantra containing such and such indicative w’ords*. 

SUTRA (22). 

The rN.nTNCTiON would be purposeless, — as there would be 

NO CONNECTION WITH ANYTHING FRUITFUL ; BECAUSE THE 
‘ UpASTHAN.a ’ IS NOT FRUITFUL. 

Bhd§ya, 

Says the Purvapakain — “ On the strength of the indication of the Context,, 
any Agneyl mantra may be taken as helpful to the Jyoti8toIka^\ 



DISCOURSE III, PADA II, ADllIKAHANA (8). 411 

Tf tlie sentence in question is taken, as asserting the connection between 
tlie act of Upatithdna and the Jyotistoma sacrifice, then the sentence might 
be taken as laying down the act of (Jpaslhdna in connection with the Jyotw- 
. toma ; and in that case, t)n the strength of the Context, it might be possible 
to take the two factors [(a) ‘ should do the Upasthana,’— (6) and ‘ that with 
dgneyl mantras*] as syntactically connected and forming ‘one sentence*. — 
When, however, the sentence is taken as asserting the connection of the 
tmntra with all kinds of Upaathdna (not only tliat connected with the 
Jyotistoma), — then all that we get out of it is the mantra only, without 
any reference to the Context (which bears upon the Jyoiistoina only); 
nor can the Context serve the purpose of specifying (the particular 
l^pastkdna at which the Mantra should bo used). In fact, if it did do both: 
these (i.e. if tlie sentence laid down the use of the mantra and also specified 
tlie particular Ujjastlidna at which it should be used), then there would be 
syntactical split. 

There is no such incongruity in our view ; as, according to that view, 
that mantra — either the one indicating Ayni or the one indicating Indra — 
which is already known as functioning (in general) at the Jyotistoma — comes 
to bo enjoined in connection with the particular function of the Upasthana 
wliich is done at the Jyotistoma sacrifice, — and all the rest of the sentence 
is a mere reference (to what is already known from other sources). Thus 
there would be no incongruity at all. 

Or, the three sentences— [(a) ‘ Ayneyyd aynldhram/upatistluite, (b) aindryd 
sadah, (c) vaisnavyd havirdlmnanC] — may be taken as laying down merely 
the connection of the Agnldhra, the Sadah and the Havirdkdna,- Aho verb 
* upalisthate" being a more reference; the meaning of the sentence thus is — 

‘ witii this {dyneyV) 'tnantra [which is already known] one apiproaches the 
Aynidhra 

. From all this it follows that only those mantras containing the indi- 
cative word are to be used which are found in the Context. 

SUTRA (23). 

Also, because all the mantras are such as have been enjoined. 

Bhdsya, 

Tt has been argued that the mantras in the Context are such as have 
been already enjoined in connection with another action [i.e. with the main 
Jyotistoma sacrifice]. Our answer to this is that this argument has been 
already answered. 

Then again, there are no mantras that have not been already enjoined 
(in connection with some action or the other) ; all mantras are such as have 
been enjoined in the Vdehastmna and in the Ashvina shastra before the sun 
rises. — So that on this point of being already enjoined in connection with 
another action, the mantra in the Context does not differ from any other. 
Hence in the case in question the numtra admitted must be tliat appearing, 
in the Context. 



Adhikarana (9) : [The ^ Bhakm-rnantras ’ are to he used at 
the act of " Holding ’ and the rest, in accordance ivith the 
indications of the words of the mantras.] 

SUTRA (24). 

[PtlRVAPAKSA] — “THROlHiH ‘INDICATIVE POWKK ’ AND ‘ NaME THE 
ENTIRE AnUVAKA SHOULD BE TAKKN AS BKINO IWi THK 
PURPOSE OF THE ‘EATINCj’.** 

Bhdsya. 

We find the following /iimksamantra — ‘ Bhakhaehi ma tnaJia dlrffhayitt- 
rdya sfuintanutvdya rdyaspoadya rarchrise supmjdatvdya ; — eh i raao jyurovaso 
priyo me ?i./'do,syashtH?ioa(vd hdhubhydm sayhydsam : — nrvhakmeantvd dera 
soma suchaksd avakhyeaam; hinra me gdtrd Juirivo yandn me md vifMrmh. 
ahivo me snptarsln ujjatiMasva md yne'idii ndhhimatujdh inand rdhhibhutih 
keturynjndndm vdg jiisdnd somaaya trpyaiu ; vasnniadfjdriasya rmlmmadga’> 
naaya ddityamadqanasya soma deva te maliridah prdtahsaoanasya rtuidhyatidi- 
nasya savnnasya irfiyasamnasya ydyatrachrhhandasah trshipchliandaso 
^ynihiita indrapltasya nnmshamsapitasya pitrpitasyn madhumata u})ahuta^ 
syopahuto hlMiksaydmi, etc, etc,'* — (Taitti. Saih. 3. 2. 5. 1 3). 

[The Bhdeya has q\iotcd the entire annouka with a view to show which word in 
it is capable of what use, -questions relating to whieh will bo discussed in the next 
four ,-\dhlkarana9. As u matter of fact, there are several porlions of this Anuvakn 
— e.". * (Jdyatrachchhandah, etc. \ as also * /n^/mp?fo, etc.’ -are such us arc used 
separately accordinu; to their several significations. - 7''antramrtika —Tvfi\\^., p. 1 102.'| 

In connection with tliis 1ihak8d7iuvdka, there arises the question — ^Is 
tlie whole of this atiuvdka to be used in connection with the ‘eating’? 
or may some part of it be used elsewhere also ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa: — ** Through 
* Indicative Power' niul ^ Na^ne', the entire Annvdka should he taken as being 
for the purpose of the ^eating' (su.) ; i.o. the entire Anuvdka should bo used 
in connection with eating, — Why ? — Hccause the term ‘ hlmksaydmi' (‘I eat’, 
occurring in the mantra) is clearly one that should be used in connection 
with eating, as the only thing that it can denote is eating, nothing else ; as 
for the other w'ords in the text, they are such as are expressive of quali- 
fications (or concomitants) of the act of Entimj, — and, as such, are used 
wherever the term *bhak8aydmV is used. [The Anuvdka begins with the 
term *bhakse' and also ends with ^ bhaksaydmP, - both denoting the act of 
Eating only ; this also implies tliat all tlio words between these two terms 
form one composite whole, to be used in connection with eating,^ ” 

Objection (against the Purvapaksa) — (A) As a matter of fact, that 
portion of the Anuvdka which begins with ‘ ehi vaso ’ and ends wnth ‘ saghyd~ 
sam ’ must be taken as to be used in connection with the act of holding ; as 
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all the words included heroin nre such as require each other for the comple- 
tion of the sentence and are expressive of a single idea (and serving a single 
purpose) ; so that it must bo syntactically distinct from the sentence speak- 
ing of Eating. — (B) Similarly, the portion beginning with the word *nrchak- 
msnm ’ and ending ^^'it.h ‘ amkhglaam \ is expressive of the act of Looking 
into. —(C) So also, the portion beginning with the words ^Ilinva me gdtrd 
harivah' and ending with ‘md me * vdnndbhimotigdh' is expressive of the 
act of Proper Digesting .—Th\x^ then, as there are several ideas expressed by 
the several portions of the Anuvdka, they should be taken as so many 
distinct sentences. How then can it bo said that the whole of it is a single 
sentence, to be used in connection with the act of Eating ? 

Purvapaksin' 8 answer It has already boon asserted that all the vari- 
ous things expressed by the different portions of the Anuvdka are only 
concomitants of the act of Eating 

Objection — Kven so, there would bo different sontonccs; as it is not 
possible for anything to bo spoken of simultaneously along with its con- 
rjoinitants. 

Purvapaksin — “We do not moan that the concomitants are expressed 
independently; what we mean is that what is expressed by the sentence is 
the single factor (of eating) as qualified and accompanied by its several con- 
comitants in the shape of Holding^ Looking into and so forth.” 

Objection — It cannot be right to tjike the words expressive of the 
concomitants as not intended to he significant of their meanings, and yet 
n.s signifglng the concomitants of the eating ; such an idea could bo derived 
only from indirect indication; and as between Direct A ssertion ixnd Indirect 
Imlicntion^ it is the forrn(?r that should be accepted. Hence the whole Aim- 
vaka (janriot he treatejd as a single sentencje. 

Purvapaksin — “Our answer to this is as follows: — Though the act of 
Holding and several other factors are found to be signified by the words of 
the nmntra, yet all the.se factors are not .such as are equally meant to bo 
spoken of (or emphasised) ; it is the acd of Eating only that is meant to be 
spoken of (and emphasised); hence it is only this act of Ealing that is 
‘directly asserted’, the concomitants are not ‘directly asserted’; — nor is 
any useful purpose to be served by a cognition of these concomitants; — and 
that group of words is to bo treated as ‘ one sentence’ which is found to 
serve one single purpose; — thus it is that the whole of the Anuvdka is to bo 
treated as ‘one sentence’ serving the single purpose of speaking of the act 
of Eating eXon^ with its concomitants; and for that rea.son, the whole is to 
be used in connection with the act of Eating.'' 

“Further, there is the iiaiiie ‘ Bkakadnuvdka' which is applicable to the 
whole Anuvdka^ not to any portion of it. [This also shows that the entire 
Anuvdka is to bo used in connection with the act of eating.] " 

Objection (against the Purvapakaa) — Narne is a thing of secular origin, 
how can it restrict the use of anything that forms part of the Veda ? 

Purvapaksin — “Though the Name is something of secular origin, ^^'ct 
its application to the Anuvdka has had no beginning in time”. 

What if it is so ? 
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“This is what follows. — Tho name speaks of (signihos) the entire Anfi- 
vfika along with the hJatimj, — and such signification is possible . only when 
there is a definite connection between tVio two factors spoken of together ; 
for instance, when we find tho ‘cooker’ and 'the chopper’ spoken of to- 
gether, we at once infer that there is some connection between tho two.” 

Objection — In matters like what we are discussing, tho relation of 
subserviency cannot, bo a matter for Inference, — it can be learnt only from 
an Injunction, — not from any other source; and certainly Name can never 
bo injunctive. 

Furvapaksin — “Our answer to this is that what tho Name does is to 
bring to our mind the two factors related, and the injunctrion will be done 
by the directive sentence laying down the procedure of tho action. — From 
all this it follows that the entire Anuvaka is to be used in connection with 
the act of Eating 


SUTRA (25). 

[Siudhanta] — On aitount of the form (woros of thk mantras), 

ANF) ON account OF INJUNCTION, — PORTIONS OF THE ANUVAKA 
SHOITLI) BE I^KTRACTED (FOR SEPARATE USE); SPECTATJ.Y 
BECAUSE THE ACTIONS (AT WHICH THE EXTRACTS 
ARE TO BE USKI>) ARE ACTUALLY 
ENJOINED. 

BhdSt/ft, 

It is not right that the entire Anumka should be used in connection 
with Eating . — (a) In fact, on account of the ‘form’ (words) of the sentence 
speaking of the act of HoMing — i.o. the sentence beginning with *ehi' and 
ending with * saghgdmmA — should bo used in connection with the act of 
Holding; — (h) the sentence beginning with nrehaksanam'^ and ending with 
* acakhyemm' should be used in connection with the act of Looking into\ — 
“ why so ? -Because, if used in this way, the sentences are used according 
to their primary meaning; if taken in any other way, they would be used 
ac(i!ording to a secondary meaning; and it is more reasonable lo accept the 
Primary than the Secondary meaning. 

Objection- has been pointed out that no useful purpose can bt* 

served by the pointing out of the concomitants.” 

Answer — What the sentences speak of are not ‘concomitants’ ; in fact 
each of these — Holding, Looking into and the rest — are independent acts, 
each spoken of by an independent sentence by itself. 

“ How is it so ? ” 

(They are to be taken as independent acts) because there is a useful 
purpose served by tho cognition of those acts as spoken of by tlie sentences ; 
in fact, all these acts are such as have been enjoined, — some by direct inde- 
pendent injunctions, and some by implication ; — as such all these have got 
to be indicated (by mantras ); — and it is this indication of the acts that is 
done by the sentences in question. — The 'form * or nature of these also 
<R>nsists in this capacity to indicate things. 
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Thus, inasmuch as the various sentences (in the Anuvdka) serve 
different purposes (and have different meanings), they are not regarded as 
‘ one sentence’. 

Objection — “The ‘form* of the sentences is also such as makes them 
supplementary to the sentence speaking of the act of Kalimjy 

Amwer — True; that Is their ‘form’; but these acts (spoken of by 
these sentences) are not to be taken as concomitants (qualifications) of that 
act of Eating. 

“Why so?” 

I because, if so taken, they would have to bo regarded as serving some 
transcendental purpose; and in that case, whether spoken or not spoken 
of (by means of a mantra recited at the time), they would serve that 
purpose all the same. [So that there would be no necessity for speak- 
ing of them by means of a mantra. \ In the other case, the sentences would 
serve the purpose of indicating the acts of Holding and the rest, and thus 
serve a visible purpose. 

From all this we conclude that on account of their form and injunction, 
some portions of the mantra should he extracted (and used in connection with 
different acts). 



Adjiikarai^a ( 10 ) : [That portion of the ‘ Bhaksaniivaka^ 
which begins with the word * mandrdhhihhutih ' and 
ends with the word ^ hhaksaydmi ' forms a 
single ^ shastra ’ (mantra)]. 

SUTRA (26). 

Inasmuch as a concomitant (quauiftcation) is spoken of, the 

PASSAGE BEG1NNIN<} WITH ‘ MaNDRA ’ SHOULD BE TREATED AS 

ONE Mantra; specially because the two sentences 
(OF WHICH this passage IS COMPOSED) JOINTLY 
EXPRESS A SINGLE IDEA. 

BM-sya. 

In the Jihaksnnuvdka (the whole of which has been rpioted as tlie 
Visayavdkya of the preceding Adhikarana), we retid the passage — * Mandrd* 
hhihhutih keturyajndndrk vdgjumum soinasya trpyatu , — Vasutrmdganaaya 
somct dem te ni'itivulah prdtnhsavanasya gdyatrachchfiandaso *gnihula indrn- 
pltnaya nmdhunmUi upahutasyopahuto hfiakmydmV (Taitti. Sam., 3. 2. 6. 1-2). 

In regard to this passage, there arises the question — In this passage, are 
1 here two rnantras — one beginning with ‘ mandra ’ and ending with * trpyniu *, 
and the other beginning with ‘ XKisii'inadgayasya'* ? Or, is the whole passage 
— ^l^eginiiing with ‘ tYmndra'* and ending with ‘ bhakmiydmV a single mantra ? 

On this question, the Purwipaksa view is that — “ there are two man- 
tins; — two distinct things are spoken of by the two sentences — *trpti* {satis' 
faction, spoken of in the first sentence) is one thing, while 'hhaksarm'* 
{eating, spoken of in tlie second sentence) is an entirely diJferent thing; — • 
tlius their meanings being ditt'erent, the sentences should bo Liken as two 
distinct sentences; this would be in accordance with what has been just 
stated in the foregoing sutra — ‘ on account of the form and the injunction, 
the portions should be extracted, etc. etc.’ ” 

In answer to this, wo have the following Siddhdnta — inammeh as a 
conconiitant (qualification) is spoken of, the jxissage beginning with ' rmindra' 
should be treated as one mantra ; — the ^trpti', ‘satisfaction’, is spoken of in 
the first sentence as a concomitant (qualiheation) of the eating (spoken of in 
the second sentence), — the meaning being that ‘ the vdk (assertion) of 
hhaksaydmi (eating) shall satisfy’. 

Objection — “ The term used in the original text is ‘ trypatu ’ (with the 
Imperative termination) which is different from the term ^ tarp8yati \ where 
we have the Future Termination ; if we connect the two verbs ‘ bluik^ydmi ’ 
and * tfirpsyati\ then we get at a logical connection between the two actions 
of eating and satisfying , — the idea conveyed being ttiat ‘ ejiting shall 
satisfy ’ ; with the word ‘ trypatu ’ on the other hand, the word ‘ bhaksaydmi * 
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can have no connection; as the expression ‘bkakaaydmi Irpyatti^ gives no 
sense.” 

Answer — The termination in the word *trpyatu' cannot be regarded as 
expressing the sense of the imperative; it should ho taken as expressing 
either a request or the idea of the present time. But wliother we construe the 
words as ^hhahsaydmi vdk tarpsyatV (‘ the assertion of eating shall satisfy ’), 
or as ^ bhakaaydmi vdcJuiatarptuni kdlah* (the assertion of eating is the 
time for being satisfied’), — in either case the ‘satisfaction’ shall be the 
concomitant (qualification) of the eating ; so that the two sentences together 
expressing a single idea, they should bo taken as forming ‘ one sentence ’ and 
hence treated as one mantra. 

Objection — “ In reality the two sentences are totally distinct, inde- 
pendent of one another ; and they are made inter-dependent by force.” 

Answer — Even if the two sentences served two distinct purposes, wore 
independent of one another, and conveyed two distinct ideas, — it would be 
the indication of the eating that would be found to servo a perceptible pur- 
pose, — not that of the satisfying ; so that on this ground also, the two sen- 
tences would really serve a single purpose; — how much more so then is it 
when one act — (that of satisfying) — is distinctly recognised as being a con- 
comitant (qualification) of the other (i.e. eating) ? 

From all this it follows that, inasmuch as a concomitant (qualification) 
is spoken of, the passage beginning with *mandra' should be treated as one 
mantra. 


27 



Adhikaraija (11): [The words of the ^ Bhaksanuvaka\ 
beginning with ‘ indrapUasya \ are to be used in 
connection with all ^eatings' — with necessary 
modifications.'] 

Preliminary Adhikarart,a. 

SUTRA (27). 

[Preliminary P(Trvapaksa] — When all are enjoined in ^’he same 

SENTENCE, THE EATING OF THE OFFERINGS ‘NOT MADE TO 
INDRA * SHOULD BE l>ONE WITHOUT MANTRAS ; 

BECAUSE THE ‘INDICATIVE POWEH * (OF THE 
mantra) points TO PARTICULAR 
‘ EATIN(3S 

Bhdsya. 

The 7imntm dealt with in the foregoing adhikararm forms the basis of 
the present adhikarana also. At the sacrifices with which the Bhakmnuvdka 
is concerned, there are several offerings made to Indra, as also several not 
made to Indra (but to other deities). — In regard to these, there arises the 
question — Is the mantra in question to be used in connection with the eating 
of both kinds of offerings — those to Indra as well as those not to Indra ? Or 
is it to bo used in connection with the eating of the offerings to Indra 
only, while that of the offerings not to Imira is to bo done without mantras ? 

On this question, wo have the following Purvapaksa — “The eating of 
the offerings not made to Indra is to be done without mantras , — ^Why ? — 
Because all the offerings have been enjoined in the same sentence ; — now from 
among those offerings, that which is Jiol nuide to Indra cannot be taken as 
spoken of by the mantra beginning with ^ indrapitasya^ [which clearly 
speaks of that only which has been ‘ drunk by ’ (offered to) ‘ Indra"], — Nor is 
there any modification of mantras possible in the case of those mentioned in 
the Context (of a primary act, — and every eating is a primary act) ; 
because unless there is a distinct declaration to the effect, the mantra cannot 
be taken as expressing any moaning other than the one indicated by its 
words.” 

[As against this Purvapaksa we have the following preliminary 
Siddhdnta ,] — 
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SUTRA (2S). 

tPRKLIMINARY SiDDHANTA] — In REALITY, OFFERINGS SHOULD BE 
MADE WITH MANTRAS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEITY 
(to whom THE OFFERING HAS BEEN MADE); BECAUSE 
THERE IS A TEXT INDIC5ATING THE FACT OF THE 
OFFERINGS TO THE OTHER l>EITrES HAVING 
THE OFFERING TO InDRA FOR THEIR 

Archetype. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the offerings have to bo made with mantras modified in accord- 
ance with the deity to whom the offerings are made. — ‘ Why so ? ’ — Because 
the Dhruva-chamasas (whicli are offered to Imlra) are the Archetypes (of the 
other offerings under consideration). — ‘What are Dhrumi-diamasas "i ' — Tt is 
the name of those offerings of Soma that are made in the beginning of the 
Savanas (prt^ssings) at the Shukrdmanthi Prachdra (Shukra and Manthi Fore- 
offering) ; — these are all related to Indra ; of these, the act of offering is 
the Arciietype and the others, its eetypos. — ‘How do you know this?’ — 
Pecan se, there is a text indlcxitimf the fact of the offer iwj to Tndra being the 
Archetype.--* Jiow is this indicated?’ — This is indicated by the fact that 
the Vodic tc^xt shows modification in the Bhaksamantra in the case of the 
Sodashin (Sixteenth Cup) in the Atiratra Sorna-sacrifice with the word 
anustupchnndasah (m the p\aeeolgdyatrachchanda8ahf etc. of the Phaksaman- 
tra in the Agnis^oma ceremony, mentioned above). — ‘ What is the indication 
hero?* -The term *njamati^ indicates modification. — ‘But this (that one 
modifies the Bhaksamantra) would be a Direct Assertion (not Indication).'" — 
Not so; because the text quoted <Ioes not directly assert the term ‘ namati\ 
all that it does is to mention the term * namatV and the term * anu-sHip- 
chhamiasah', — and hence it is indicated that the Bhaksa^nantra is to he 
modified. — Now such a modification is possible only in the ectypal acts ; — 
whence it follows thfxt these other offerings under consideration are all 
ectypes; — and <;onsequently even at the offerings not made to Indra, the 
mantra to be used must be that whoso use is indicated by its having been 
used at the Archetype (of those offerings), but with necessary modi- 
fications. 

Objection — ‘ In support of the view that these other offerings are 
ectypes, you have pointed to Indication ; please mention some reasons.’ 

Answer — It is the Soma to he offered to Indra that is ‘held’ and ‘mea- 
sured ’ ; — bonce it is in the cups dedicated to Indra that there is Soma, — and 
there is no Soma in the cups not dedicated to Indra ; so that all the details 
meant to be performed in e.onnection with Sotna are to be performed in con- 
nection with the cups dedicated, to Indra, — while the other cups (which are 
not dedicated to Indra) have no details performed in connection with them, 
and are (to that extent) defective (inoomploto).----‘ How do you know that it 
is the Soma to he offered to Indra that is held and measured ? ’ — This we learn 
from the words of the mantra—* Indrdya Ivd vasufnatae ’ (Vaja. Sam. 6. 32) ; — 
mantras like this speak of only that Soma .which is to he offered to Irulra, none 
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other ; — hence there can be Swna only in the cups dedicated to Indra ; and the 
details relating to So7na are performed only in connection with the cups 
dedicated to Indra ^ — all the other offerings remain incomplete, and hence 
these latter borrow those details. This is the reason for our conclusion 
(which had been supported by the Indicative Power of the mantras). 

From all this it follows that the offerings not made to Indra, are to be made 
with mantras modified in accordance with the deity to whom the offerings 
are made. 


The discussion rests unsettled at this pomt {with the statement of the 
preliminary Siddhdnta ) ; arul at this stage {before it is remvmed, the arguments 
answered, and the final Siddhdnta stated under Sutra 43 below), we shall proceed 
with the consideration of certain other matters {related to the question of 
mantras to he used in connection mtk the eating of remnants of offerings made 
to the mrious deities), 

[The position of the Purvapakm-Siddhdnta, from this Adhikarann onwards is 
somewhat obscure: the question dealt with in Adhikarana 11 has been — Ts the 
Mantra to be used in the eating of the remnants of the Indra-offerings only, and 
that of all the other offerings is to be done without Mantras — or is the Mantra to be 
used in connection with all,— the only difference being that while with the Tndra- 
offerings, the Mantra is to be as in the original form, while in the others, the 
names of the deities have to be modified ? — The first alternative represents the 
Purvapaksa — that the Tnrlra-offerings alone are to be done with the Mantra as in 
the original form and the others are to be done without Mantras. -The Siddhunfa 
(preliminary and hypothetical) is that all the eatings are to be done with Mantra, - 
but at the Indra-offeringa the Mantra shall be used in the original form and at the 
others with modifications of names of deities. — This, however, is not the final 
Siddhdnta . — For the present the matter is loft here in its ^ aparyavasita*, ‘un- 
settled’, non-ffnal stage. — Adhikaranas 12 to 16, embodiod in Sutras 29 -37, deal 
with other questions relating to Mantras to be used at the eatings, with or without 
modifications, in accordance with the Preliminary Siddhdnta set forth in Sutra 28. 
— The main thread of the discussion on the subject of Adhikarana 11, is resumed 
in Adhikarana 17, Sutra 28, and carried on in three Adhikararias 17 to 19, Sutras 
38-42, wherein the alternative of using no Mantras at certain eatings is discussed. — 
Then at the end of the Pdda, the final Siddhdnta is stated in Adhikarana 20, Sutra 
43, which represents the final upshot of all the discussions relating to the use of 
mantras at the eatings of the remnemts of offerings. 

The position is briefly and clearly stated in Tantrewdrtika — Trans., p. 1110, 
where, in the introduction to Adhikarana 12, we read — ‘While the foregoing 
Adhikarana (11) still rests in the * Purvapakaa' [the prelirmnary Siddhdnta stated 
under Sutra 25 being so called, in view of, and in relation to, the final Siddhdnta 
stated in Sutra 42, at the end of the Pdda\, and the Siddhdnta is not finally stated 
and established till the end of the Pdda,— we take for granted, for the time being, 
the propriety of having modifications (in accordance with the said preliminary 
Siddhdnta in Sutra 28), and then proceed to consider under what circumstances, 
the modifications, if allowable, would be possible.} 



Adhikaraista (12): I ndra* shauld be mentioned 

in the mantra used in connection with the 
* Punarahhyunnlta-Soma’ i.e. ‘the 
Soma brought up again 

SUTRA (2»). 

In connection with the ‘Soma brought up again’, 

ALL the deities SHOULD BE MENTIONED, 

BECAUSE THERE ARE REMNANTS 
OF BOTH (offerings). 

Bhdsya. 

[The preliminary Siddhanta of tho procodinj; Adhikaravia has been that at the 
eating of the remnants of offerings instead of the term ‘ Indra' in tlie mantra ‘ Jndra- 
pHasya, ete.,’ we should mention the name of the deity to whtim the offering 
in question has boon made. VV^e now proceed to consider what names are to bo in- 
troduced and under what circumstances. J 

There are certain ‘ Soma- offerings brought up again*, connected with 
the beginning of the Savanas at the Shukrdmanthi Prachdra ; — in connection 
witli these what happens is that as soon as the Holr’prieat has pronounced 
the ‘ Vamtkara ’ and also after tho * Anummtkdra ’ [See the T.V. — There are 4 
oblations after the Vaaatkdra and 4 after tho Anumsatkara^ four libations 
are (twice) offered with the four ladles of ‘Middlemost Persons | i.e. the 
Brahman, tho Hotr, tho Udqdtr and the Yajamdnay \ — then single libations 
are offered with the Hotraka ladles (i.e. the ladles belonging to the assis- 
tants of tho Hotr — Maitrdvartma, Brdhmandcchamsin, Pair, Nesfr, Acchavdka, 
and Aynldhra), on the utterance of the ‘ Vasatkdra' ; [at all these offerings 
the deity is Indra] ; — after this, Soma is again brought up in the ladles con- 
taining the remnants of the previous offerings. — In connection with this ‘ Soma 
brouglit up again’, tho Adhvaryu-pneat issues the following directions — ‘Let 
the Chanuisddhvaryus offer libations from the ladles of the Middlemost Per- 
sons on the pronouncement of ‘ Vasat'' and ‘ AnuvasaPf — let the Ckatnaaddh- 
varyus offer single libations from tho ladles of the Hotrakaa and return after 
having filled the Shukra cup’. — Now in. the course of this, the Hotrakas 
offer sacrifices to several deities as follows: — (a) the M aitrdtjaruna makes the 
offering to Mitra-VaruvM, with the Mantra * Mitram vayam havdmahe, etc.’ 
(Rgveda, 1. 23. 4), — (h) the Brdh^namlchcMhanist makes the offering to Indra, 
with the Mantra ‘ Indra tvd vrmhham vayam, eteJ* (llgveda, 3. 40. 1), — (c) tho 
Potr makes the offering to the Maruta, with the Mantra ‘ Maruto yasya hi 
ksaye, etc.\ (Rgveda, 1. 86. 1), — (d) the Nestr m&kvfi the offering to Tvastr and 
the Pa<n w’, with the Mantra * Ayne patnlr ihdvaha, etc.’ (Rgveda, 1. 22. 
9), — (e) the Agnldhra makes tho offering to Agni, with the Mantra ‘ Ukadn- 
ndya vaahdnndya, etc/ (Rgveda, 8. 43. 11). Out of these cups (all of wdiich had 
been previously dedicated to Indra), the offering to Iruira is made at the first 
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pronouncoinent of the ‘ Va8ai\ — tlien after pouring more Soma-juice into 
the same ladles the offerings to Mitra-Varuna and other deities are made; 
— thus the ladles come to contain the remnants of all these offerings, those 
to Indra as well as those to Mitra- Varuna and otlier deities. [So that when 
the remnant of the Mitra-Varuna and other offerings come to be eaten, the 
ladle contains the remnant, not only of the offerings to those deities, but 
also that of the offerings yjreviously made to /ndra.] 

In regard to these arises the following question — In the Mantra recited 
in connection with the Eating of this Remnant [viz. the Bhaksamantra, 
ending with the words * indrapitanya, efc.’] — are all the deities, the previous- 
ly worshipped Indra as well as Mitra- Varuna and tlie rest, to be named (as in 
‘ Indrapltasya *) ? Or is Indra not to be mentioned ? [That is, is the Man- 
tra used to be in the form ^ Indra-Mitrd-Varunapltasya^ or * Mitrdvaruna- 
pltaaya'* ?] 

The apparent conclusion is that in connection with the remnants of offer- 
ings out of the ‘ Soma brought up again *, all the deities are to bo mentioned 
[i.e. the form used should bo ^ Indra-mitrdvarunjap%taHya\. — Why so — 
Because there are remnants of both; i.e. each of the Cups contains the 
remnant of two offerings; what has been offered to the Deity (Iwlra) at 
the Archetypal Sacrifice, — the remnant of that offering is said to be ^ pita \ 
Ulru)ik\ by that Deity [hence it is that the remnant of the offering made 
to Indra is called ^ Indra pita' in the M antra^ ; —iho same should be held to 
be true in the case in question also [that is, the rem?iant of the offerings 
to IndrUf Mitra-Varuna and other deities should be spoken of as *plla\ 
‘drunk’, by all these; so that the term * indrapltasya' should be modified 
into ^ indra-7nUrdvarima-pltasya '\, — ^Thus it follows that along with each of 
the cups, two deities should be spoken of. 

SUTRA (30). ^ 

IPiliivAPAKSAj — “ Inasmuch as therk has been REMovAii (ov the 

REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFElUNCj), THERE SIIOULli RE NO 
.MENTION OF THE PREVIOUS DEITY 

Bhusya . 

“ We think that the remnant of the offering made to the initial deity 
was * removed' — set aside [when fresh Soma was poured into the ladle]. — 
Why so? — Jlecause the Soma contained in the ladle (after the pouring 
in of the fresh supply) is all dedicated (by the Ydjyd tnanha) to Mitra- 
Varuna etc. — How is that ? — The answer is as follows; — The offerings (out 
of the freshly poured Soma) are made to Mitra-Varuna etc. (and not to 
Indra also); and in a case where Devadatta eats the remnant of the 
food oaten Vjy the Teacher and makes over the remnant of what ho has 
eaten to another person, Purnaka, — this latter, Purnaica, when refer- 
ring to it, mentions Devadatta — saying *1 am eating the leavings of 
Devadatta', — and he docs not say ‘I am eating the Teacher's leavings *. — 
In the same manner, in the case in question, the deity of the previous 
offering is not to be mentioned.” 
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DISCOUllSE III, PADA H, ADHIKARANA (12). 

SUTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as thebe is no actual taking up (of the 

REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFERING, RY THE LATTER DEITY), 
THERE SHOULD BE NO SETTING ASIDE (OF THE PREVIOUS 
DEITY). 

[The right reading of the Sutra is — Agrahanad va anapayah,] 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right to say that Indra should not be mentioned ; — because tlie 
remnant is clearly seen to bo of the offering made to that deity also. — “ But 
that offering has been removed.” — Our answer to that is that it is not 
removed ; because what actually happens is that the performer fills from 
the Abhidrona-jar the ladles out of which a single set of libations has been 
offered; — and the presence of the remnant of that offering is what distin- 
guishes the ladles when the fresh supply of Soma is brought up to it; — so 
that it is the Soma contained in this ladle that can be said to be ‘ brought 
up’, or to be that in regard to which the directions are given (by the 
Adhvaryu, to the Priests). — As regards the argument - that “ the remnant of 
the previous offering has been dedicated (along with the frosh supply) 
to the other deities to whom the later offerings are going to bo made (so 
that after this later offering ha.s been made, there would be no remnant of 
the previous offering,) ” — our answer is as follows : It is true that the So7na 
is dedicated to these otlior deities; but it is not stated whether this much 
or that much is dedicated ; hence that alone is really regarded as ‘ dedicated ’ 
which is taken up for being actually poured into the fire. Nor is the 
connection of the substance with a particnilar deity established at the time 
of the ‘ dedication ’ [it being established only by the actual offering | ; so that 
what is dedicated is not necessarily what is connected with a deity. — 
From all this it follows that (even on the pouring in of the fresh supply), 
the remnant of Indrawn offering is present, and is actually soon, in the ladle; 
so that all the deities (Indra as well as Mitra-Varana) should bo mentioned 
in the rmintrn. 

This Adhikararm is only a hypothetical discussion (which has proceed- 
ed on tho basis of the hypothetical Siddhanta of Adliikarana 11) ; hemee it is 
not necessary to explain tlio purpose served by it ; specially as tho purpose 
served by this Adhikarana (as also by the following Adhikaranas) is the 
same as that served by the foregoing Adhikarana. 



Ai)JTiKABA]sfA (13) : \At the eating of the Remnant of 
the ‘ Patnlvata ’ offerings, Indra and the other deities 
are not to he inclvded\ — [First counter-instance 
to the foregoing AdhikaranM]. 

SUTRA (32). 

[POrvapak^a] — “In the case of the ‘PatnTvata’ offebino, 

IT SHOULD BE AS IN THE PREVIOUS CASE.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the ‘ Patnlvata offering-cup * laid down in the text ‘ With 
the IJpdmahupdtra he takes up the Patnlvata offering out of the Aqrayana 
vessel ’ ; — in the Agrayana vessel there are collected the remnants of those 
offerings that have boon made to deities in couples ; and it is out of this that 
the Patnlvata offering is taken out. After this Patnlvata offering has been 
actually made, when its remnant comes to bo eaten, there arises the ques- 
tion — Should Indra and the other deities also be mentioned or not ? 

The Pnrvapakaa view is that they should all be mentioned ; as the 
Remnant in question is as much the remnant of the offerings to these other 
deities as of that of the one deity to whom the final offering is made - 
[according to the Siddhdnta of the foregoing Adhikarana']. 

SUTRA (33). 

ISiddhanta] — Inasmuch as there is actual, taking up (of the 

REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFERING, BY THE LATER DEIITY), 
(the CONNECTION OF THE PREVIOUS DEITY) SHOULD 

BE SET ASIDE. 

Bhdsya, 

In the present case, the remnant of the previous offering is set aside ; 
hence this case is not similar to that dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana, 
In the preceding Adhikarana, the Sorna is mentioned as an indication of the 
particular vessel, not as something to bo taken up ; while, in the present case, 
the words are ‘ he takes it out of the Agrayaum whereby the Soma contained 
in the vessel becomes pointed out as something to be offered as a libation for 
the deity to whom the sacrifice is going to be offered. 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, the Agrayana vessel contains both 
kinds of Soma — the Agrayanxi as well as the non-dgrayana (SampaUi) ; so that 
out of these that alone is the Patnlvata Soma which is taken out of the 
Agrayaiva-portion, while! that which is taken out of the Sampdta (the non- 
dgrayana portion decanted from the remnant of the previous dvi-devatya 
cups) should not be the Patnlvata** 
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Answer — The Agrayana vessel is the source (from which the Pdtnlvata 
offering is taken out) ; hence all the Soma that comes out of that vessel — 
be the Soma itself agrayana or non-dyrayana — should be meant for Paint- 
vat ; for the simple reason that all this has been taken out of the Agrayana 
vessel (which is the only condition laid down by the Injunction). 

Objection — But some part of the Soma thus taken out would have come 
out of the non-of/mt/ana-portion also.” 

Answer — That does not affect our position ; the mere fact of the Soma 
having come out of the Agrayana cannot justify its being described as ‘ drunk ’ 
by the previous deities. At the archetypal sacrifice that remnant alone is 
spoken of as 'indrapita' (‘Drunk bylndra’) which formed part of the 
Soma-juice that was intended for Indra ; and in the present case also, that 
remnant alone should be spoken of as * drunk by the previous deities ’ which 
formed part of the Soma-juice intended for those deities. 

Objection — “ In the present case also, the Soma-juice in question is that 
which formed part of what was intended for the previous deities.” 

Not so, we reply. In the case of libations poured into the fire, wo do 
not perceive any ‘ parts ’. 

Opponent — “At the archetypal sacrifice also, no part can be perceived 
of what has been offered into the fire.” 

Answer — At the archetypal sacrifice, what is perceived is the part of 
that composite whole offered to the previous deity which is made up of por- 
tions out of which libations have boon offered, as well as of those out of 
which no libations have been offered. 

Opjwnenl — “ In the present case also, there was a composite whole con- 
sisting of what was offered to the previous deities, — and it is of this whole 
that the Pdtnlvata offering forms part.” 

Not so, we reply. It is true that there was ‘ a composite whole consist- 
ing of what was offered to the previous deities * ; but at the time of the 
offering in question the part of that whole has become offered to another 
deity (Palmvat), and hence the said composite whole has ceased to be relat- 
ed to the previous deities. 

Objection — “ The part in question having been a part of what has been 
‘ drunk ’ by the previous deities, it would still continue, on the basis of that 
previous connection, to be regarded as part of the same.” 

Answer — In connection with the archetypal sacrifice, the part was 
not spoken of as such, on the basis of any previous connection; hence in 
the case in question also, it should not be so described on that basis. 

Then again, at the archetypal sacrifice, what had been offered to 
Indra was spoken of as ‘drunk by lndra\ — and its connection with 
Indra had not ceased (when it came to be offered to the latter deity) ; in 
the present case, however, the connection of the previous deities has ceased 
(before it is offered to Patnlvat) ; consequently, those previous deities should 
not be mentioned. 



Adtiikarais^a (14) : Tvastr^ should not be mentioned at 
the eating of the remnant of the ^ Patnlvata^ offering . — 
Second counter-instance to Adhi, 12.] 

SUTRA (34). 

(PfjRVAPAKSAl — ‘‘T vASTR SHOULD BE MENTIONED, BECAUSE 
OF THE DRINKING.’* 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Pdtnlvata Soma {Soma offered to Patntvaf) ; in connection 
with whi(3h there is the mantra — * Atfnd^ i patnivd^h sajurdevena tvasfrd somam 
pihaJ* (Taitti. Sam. 1. 4. 27. 1) — 

In regard to this there arises the question — Should Tvaatr be mentioned 
or not (in the mantra used at the eating of the Pdlnlvata remnant) ? 

On this, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Tvastr must bo men- 
tioned. — ^^Vhy ? — Became of the drinkinr/ ; as a matter of fact wo find 

* drinking ’ mentioned in the text (as done by Tva/tfr) Sajurdevena trdslrd 
sow am piba * ; from which it is clear that the offering is made to 
Patnlvat accompanied by Tvastr; and what is offered to a person accom- 
panied by another is regarded as offered to both; for instance, when it is 
said tliat ‘a hundred should bo given to Devadatta accompanied by 
Yajnadatta’, — the ‘hundred’ is given to both. Consequently, the Soma- 
remnant in question is ‘ tvdstra^ (related to Tvastr) (as well as ‘pdtnlvata^) ; 
hence Tvastr must be mentioned in the mantra; because, like Indra, he also 

* drinks ’ the Soma, ’ 


SUTRA (35). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ReuAUSE of INEQUALITY, SUCH SHOULD NOT BE 

THE CASE. 

Bhdsya, 

The view expressed above is not right. As a matter of fac^t, the Vedic 
Word is our sole authority; what the W^ord says that alone we regard as 
authoritative. In tho case in question, what the Word (of the Text) declares 
is tho actual ‘drinking’ by Ayni-Palnxral only, — ^arid of Tvastr, it declares 
the mere fact of his association Aqni- Patnlvat ) ; — under the circum- 

stances, the actual ‘ drinking by Tvasfr can only be inferred from the fact 
that tho said ‘association’ is not established without the drinking [and 
Inference is not as authoritative as the Vedic word]. 

“But the actual drinking by (or v.h, ‘ offering to ’ ) Tms//* is distinctly 
enjoined.” 

True, it is enjoined, but only through the words of the mantra, not by a 
direct Injunction ; — all that the direct Injunction says is that ‘ one holds the 
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Pdtnlvata ’ ; in ordinary life, an act — whether enjoined or unenjoined — 
performed whenever a need is perceived for it ; but there ordinary practice 
is the determining factor ; but texts like those under consideration do not 
establish any connection between the Soma and the deity Tvasfr, 



Adhikaraija ( 15) : At the eating of the Remnant of the 
‘ Patnlvata ’ offering there should he no mention of the 
‘ Thirty '. — Third counter-instance to Adhi. (12). 

SUTRA (36). 

So Ai*so THK ‘Thirty’, — as these have been mentioned for 

ANOTHER PURPOSE. 

Bha?ya. 

In connection with the same Patnlvata offering, there is another mantra 
— * Aihhih ague mratham ydhyarvdk ndndratham vd vihhavo hyashvdh^ patnl- 
vatadirimshatastrlniahcfui deA^dnanusvadfmmdvaha inddayaava ’ (R-gveda, 
3. 6. 9). 

In regard to this there arises the question — Should, or should not, men- 
tion be made of the Thirty three Deities (in the mantra used at the eating 
of the remnant of the Patnlvata offering) ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ Tlie Thirty-three 
Deities must be mentioned. — Why ? — Because the Soma is actually offered 
to the Thirty-throe Deities, with the following mantra — ‘ A (jnimaynidadhleh^ 
chhati dydhyagriervdchlnam trayastrimshatd devaih saha samdnam ralfuimadh- 
isthdya ndnurathairvd vibhavanti hi fe* shvdh tadidamannsvadhamdvahu trayas- 
trimsimtam patnlvata devdndgcrmaya tarpaya cha* ; from this we understand 
that when the Agnld Priest approaches A<jni (Patnivat), it is for the satisfac- 
tion of the Thirty-three Deities ; — the Soma spoken of here must bo taken as 
related to that Deity which appears to be the predominant factor in the 
mantra \ hence it is that we hold that the Thirty-three Deities should be 
mentioned. — ‘ But in the Injunction itself, the deity spoken of is Aqni- 
PatnlvaP — True; in the Injunction the only deity spoken of is Agni-Patnl- 
vat, but the connection of other deities is not denied. — What if it is so ? — 
What follows from this i?^ that the Thirty-three Deities indicated by the words 
of the mantra are recognised to be not incompatible with the Injunction 
(which while enjoining the one deity, Agni-Patnlvat, does not shut out the 
possibility of other deities).” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta — The 
Thirty -three Deities should not be mentioned. In the mantra quoted, Agni 
is not spoken of either as the inviter, or as the server, or as the satisfier [of 
others] ; — nor is there any purpose served by sacrifices offered to the Thirty- 
three Deities. — “What then is the deity to whom the sacrifice is to be offered? ” 
— It is Patnivat (Agni). — “ How is that ? ” — Because it is Patnivat (Agni) that 
is enjoined by the words ‘ one takes up the Patnlvata^. — “ But then there is 
mention of the Thirty-three Deities who are indicated by the words of the 
mantraP — The answer to this is that these are mentioned in the mantra for a 
-different purpose. — “ How so ? ” — Until the Soma has been actually offered, 
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it does not belong to Agnt, — and what belongs to one cannot be offered to 
another ; hence any such assertion as that * you please give this to the 
Thirty -three Deities ’ [which is the sense attributed to the mantra by the 
Purvaj)ak8in] would be most incongmoiis. In fact, even such an assertion 
would imply that the offering is made to AcjnL — “ How so ? ** — It is only 
when one owns a thing that ho gives it to another ; hence if the mantra 
speaks of Agni giving thoSoma to the Thirty-three Deities, it implies that ‘ you 
(Agni) are the oumer of it “ But what Agni is requested to do is to intoxi- 
cate (render happy, ‘ mddayaava'), not to give,'' — ^The answer to this is that 
deities are never ‘ intoxicated ’ ; hence if the mantra spoke of intoxivation^ 
such mention could be only for some transcendental purpose ; on the other 
hand, if the words are taken as speaking of givincf, it would do so by indirect 
indication, and serve a visible purpose; — and Indirect Indication, being 
based upon a reliable source of knowledge, is more reasonable than the 
assumption of a transcendental purpose. — “ Even if giving be taken as in- 
directly indicated, it is Agni who is mentioned as the agent doing the act of 
giving." — Such mention of Agni as the agent could only serve a transcendental 
purpose. For these reasons the only right interpretation of the sentence 
(in the mantra) is to take it as indicating the ownership of Agni (over the 
Soyna). — Then again, the fact remains that the Soma is enjoined as to be 
offered to Patnivat (Agni), in the sentence * one takes up the Pdtmvata 
— “ But it has already been pointed out that this Injunction does not pre- 
clude the deity indicated by the words of the mantra" — The answer to this 
is that it has been already explained that there is no deity indicated by the 
words of the mantra. Then again, in reality, the connection of other deities 
is precluded by the Injunction, by implication (if not directly)', when the 
fact of Patnivat being the deity is expressed by the nominal affix in the term 
* pdtnivata' , this deific character of Patnivat is not understood as being de- 
pendent upon anything else ; so that the only deity in the case is Patnivat 
pure and simple. — In fact, the mantra has to be explained on the basis of 
this Injunction (regarding the Pdtnlmta Soma) ; hence the only way in which 
the mantra can bo explained is as we have explained it. 

The deity Patnivat (spoken of above) is Agni, as is clearly indicated by 
the expression ‘ agne patnhxin ' — where the two appear in apposition to each 
other. — From all this it follows that the deity to bo mentioned is Agni only, 
not the Thirty -three Deities, 



Adhtkarai^a (16) : At the eating of Remnants^ there 
should be no mention of the deity of the ^Anuvasatkara ’ — 
Fourth counter-instance to Adhi. (12). 

SUTRA (37). 

Like the Performer, the ‘ Vasatkara ’ also [should not be 

mentioned], 

Bhdsya. 

The deity of the Amivaaafkdra is spoken of in the mantra — ‘ Somasydgre 
mhltyanuvamtkaroiV (Aita. Bra. 3. 6). — In regard to this there arises the 
question — Should, or should not, this deity be mentioned (in the tnantra 
used at the eating of Remnants) ? 

On this question the Purvapaksa view is that — “ the deity in question 
should be mentioned ; because in this case we do not find — as wo did in the 
foregoing Adhikarana — anything to indicate that the^ deity has been spoken 
of for some other purpose ; hence it must bo mentioned.” 

As against this we have the following Siddhdnta — The deit\' of the 
Anuvasafkdra should not bo mentioned, — like the Performer; the Performer 
of the acts is not mentioned in the nmntra, — in which no such expressions 
are used as ‘ Hotrpltasya ’ or ‘ Adhvaryu-pUasya ’ (where the performing 
priest, Hotr or Adhvaryu, might be spoken of in the mantra recited at 
the time of the eating of Remnants); — similarly the deity of the Anuvaaal- 
kdra also should not be mentioned ; specially because this deity has not been 
mentioned at the Archetypal Sacrifice ; and at the ectype only that should 
be done what has been done at the Archetype. Hence we conclude that the 
deity in question should not be mentioned. 



ADHiKAEAijrA (17) : Remnants of offerings other than those 
to Indra should he eaten nnthout mantras. 


[This and the next two adhikaranaa are purely hypothetical, since they only 
traverse the Preliminary Hypothetical Siddhanta, loft incomplete at the end of 
Adhikarana (11); these three Adhikaranaa may bo taken as setting forth the view 
which has been spoken of in Adhikarana (ll) as tho second possible alternative 
{Purvapakaa).'] 

SUTRA (38). 

As THE Soma belongs equally to all [there can be no 

DISTINCTION OF ‘ ARCHETYPE ' AND ‘ EcTYPE ' AMONG 
THE SEVERAL OFFERINGS] ; [AS FOR THE MENTION 
OF THE OTHER METRE] THAT IS MEANT ONLY TO 
PRECLUDE THE PREVIOUS METRE. 

Bhdsya, 

Now follows the answer to what had boon sot forth (under Adhi- 
karaua 11) as a preliminary (hypothetical) Siddhanta, Tt has been assorted 
(as the conclusion of adhi.ll) that the eating of remnants should be done 
with munlraa duly modified (according to the namos of the deities to whom 
the offering may be made) ; — this, however, is not right ; because the right 
course is that the eating should be done without trmntras . — ^Why ? — ^The 
answer is — because of all being equally enjoined, there is no relation of 
‘ archetype ' and * ectype ’ (among the several offerings). — Why so ? — Because 
the Context pertains equally to all. 

Then as regards tho argument urged (under Su. 28) on the basis of a 
text indiesating (the fact of the offering to Inr/m being the Archetype), — that 
text only servos the purpose of precluding tho previous metre. That is to 
say, on tho analogy of tho third Savana, it is understood that the metre 
to bo used should bo tho Jagatl ; — -in order to sot aside this notion wo have 
tho said text mentioning the ^ anuslup'* metre as the one to be employed 
with tho Bhaksa-mantra, 

As regards the argument based upon * namati* (see under SO. 28), — 
that is not incompatible with the view that all the offerings are equally 
important. 

Then as regards the argument that ‘ it is the offering to Indra that is 
held and measured’ (see under Su. 28), — the fact of tho matter is that the 
sacrifices offered to Indra and the sacrifices not offered to Indra are not distinct 
sacrifices ; they are so many repetitions of the same sacrifice ; all the sacri- 
ficial accessories also do not belong to these repetitions ; in fact they belong to 
the sacrifice itself. Hence the whole lot of them — the Soma, as well as the 
details regarding the Soma — should be taken as enjoined in connection with 
the sacrifice. — As regards tho cup for Indra being ‘ held and measured *, as a 
distinct mantra is specifically laid down for Indra, the ‘ holding ’ in connec- 



432 


SHABABA-BHA^YA : 


tion with that deity has to be indicated by the words of the mantra itself ; 
while that in connection with the other deities is to be remembered by 
means of contemplation and other means. 

From all this it follows that the eating of the remnant of the offeringa 
not made to Indra should be done xoithout Mantras, 



ADHiKARAijrA (18) : The eating of the remnant of the 
offering made to Indra-Agni is to he done without 
Mantras. 

StJTRA (39). 

[PCbvapak^a] — “ In the case of the offering to Indba-Aqni, 

MANTRAS SHOULD BE USED ; BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF 

INDICATIVES 

Bhdsya. 

As in the foregoing adhikaravM, so here also, the discussion starts on 
the basis of the Preliminary Siddhdnta (set forth under Adhi. 11). 

An offering of Soma to Indra-Agni is laid down in the text ‘ One holds 
the Ahvdragna cup (<if. Taitti. Sam. 6. 5. 4. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the eating of the remnant 
of this offering to be done with Mantras 1 — Or without Mantras ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvajjaksa — “The mantra 
should be used in the case of the offering to Indra-Agni; because Indra 
is certainly the deity of the offering of which Indra-Agni (jointly) constitute' 
the deity; so that that offering is capable of being spoken of as * indra- 
pita' (‘drunk by Indra’); for that of which a part has been ‘drunk’ by 
Irulra is certainly * indrapita* (‘drunk by Indra’); because when the Soma- 
juice was offered to, and drunk by, Indra-Agni (jointly), a part of it was 
certainly ‘drunk by Indra*. — Hence it follows that the eating of the 
remnant of the offering in question should be done with the mantra^'. 

SUTRA (40). 

[Siddhinta] — In fact, the mantra should be used in the case of 

THE offering TO A SINGLE DEITY ; BECAUSE ‘ InDRA-AgNI ’ IS A 
DEITY DISTINCT FROM ‘ InDRA — JUST AS IN TliB CASE 
OF THE ‘ QUARTERING ’ (OF THE ‘ AgnEYA ’ CAKE). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not any part of the offering that is ‘drunk’ by Indra; even if 
a part of it were ‘ drunk ’ by Indra, it would not become ‘ drunk by Indra ’ ; 
in fact, the phrase ‘ drunk by him ’ is a figurative expression [as there is 
no actual drinking or eating of the offerings by the deities] ; what is really 
meant is that it has been ‘ dedicated to Indra’, i.e. ‘ that of which Indra is 
the deity ’. 

Then again, just as any factor which is incomplete without something else 
[as for example, any one member of a couple\ can have no connection with 
what is connoted by a Nominal alfix, — so also compounding like ‘ indraptta- 
28 
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sya' (‘drunk by Indra’) is not possible with any factor which is incomplete 
without something else ; [i.e. no such form as ‘ dgneya ’ is possible, when the 
deity is agni with some other deity, not Agni by itself, — in the same 
manner, the compound ‘ indraplUisya ’ is not possible when the ‘ drinking* is 
done by Indra along with some other deity J] — ^This has been made clear under 
‘ Vyavasthd vd, etc.\ Sutra 3. 1. 27. 

Objection — “If this is so, then this matter has been already settled 
under that adhikarana (3. 1. 27); why should it he discussed here over 
again ? ’* 

Answer — What has been discussed there is already an established fact. 

Question — “Then why is it discussed again and urged that there is 
no connection (in a compound) with the name of a deity which is incom- 
plete without something else ? ** 

Answer — In the present discussion, the Purvapaksa does not consist of 
the proposition that “ there is connection with a deity ” (i.e. ‘ each one of 
the two should be regarded as the deity ’)— it consists of the proposition that 
there is connection with drinking fi.e. each of the two deities is the ‘ drinker ’] ; 
and the Siddhdnta consists in the proposition that ‘in a case where the 
drinking is done by two deities ^ either one of them singly cannot be regarded as 
the deity [and hence in that case the mantra * IndraplUisya^ etc,^ cannot bo 
usedl. — Thus the present adhikarana is not a repetition of what has gone 
before (under Sutra 3. 1. 27). 

[The difference is thus explained by KutnTmla \w the present (5asc what 
the Parvapakfiin holds is that the distinguishing character expressed by the term 
* indraplUisya ’ is not the deific character^ but the character of being the drinker, 
subsisting in the Koceiver of the Clift,- and that it is present in each of the two 
deities {Indra and Agni); — while the Siddhuntin answers that the actual character 
of ‘ drinker ’ cannot belong to the deities, hence what the term * indrapltasya ’ 
indicates is the fact of Indra being the deity (and ‘ Indra' is not the deity of what 
is offered to Indra- Agni ) — Tantravartika — Trans., p. 112G.] 



ADHiKARAiifA (19): The mantra beginning loith ^gayatra- 
chchhandasah ’ is to he used in connection with the 
eating of the remnant of the Soma-offerings at 
which several metres are used, 

SOTRA (41). 

[POrvapaksa] — “The metre is like thk Deity.” 

Bhdsya, 

In the Bhakmmantra we are discussing, there occurs the term ‘ qdyatrn^ 
chchhanflasah' (Tai. Sam. 3. 2. 5. 2). — In regard to this, there arises the ques- 
tion — ^Is this section of the mantra to be used at the eating of the remnant 
of only that Soma-ofEering at which a single metre (Gdyalrl) is used ? — Or 
is it to be used at the eating of the remnant of that also at which several 
metres are used ? 

The Pimxtpaksa on this question is that ^the mantra is like the Deity ^ ; 
that is, just as the mantra (containing the term ‘ indrapllasya') is not to be 
used in a case where the Deity is hvlra along with another Deity (as decided 
in the foregoing adhikarana), — so also the mantra (containing the term 
* gdyatrachchhnndasah*) should not be used in a case where several metros 
have boon used ; for hero also the (;ornpound ‘ guyatrachchhamlusah * could 
not apply to a (jase whero the * chhandah^ (metre) was the * gdyatra'* along 
vnth soma other metre"*. 


SUTRA (42). 

[Siddhanta] — In Reality, the Mantra should be used 
IN all cases ; BECAUSE THERE IS NO CASE 
WHERE A STNCLE METRE IS USED. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, the mantra should be used in the case of all offerings. — Why 
go ? — Bemuse there is no case where a single metre is used ; — i.e. there is no 
Sofrui-offering at which a single metre is used, — of which the association of 
another metre could bo a qualification. Consequently, the mantra in 
question sliould be used in connection with the Soma^ojfering at which 
several metres are used. 



{Next follows the final Siddhanta on the whole question 
discussed under Sutras 27 to 42, Adhihararms 
11 to 19]. 

SUTRA (43). 

[Final Siddhanta on the whole question] — as held by 
Aitishayana, one and the same mantra should be 

USED AT THE EATING OF THE REMNANTS OF ALL 
OFFERINGS ; — BECAUSE WHAT THE MANTRA 
CONTAINING THE TERM ‘ INDRAPiTASYA ’ 

REFERS TO IS THE ‘ SaVANA ’ 

[not THE ‘Soma’], — the 

TERM ‘pita’ being 
FIGURATIVE. 

Bhasya. 

It has been asserted above (under Adhikarana 17) that the eating of 
remnants of offerings not made to Indra should be done without mantras , — 
This is not right. In fact, all the outings should be done with mantras; 
and the mantra should be used just as it stands in the text (without any 
modifications). — As a matter of fact, the term ‘ indraplta ’ refers, not to the 
Soma, but to the Savana, — as is clear from the fact that the term 
‘ indrapllasya ’ is in the same case (genitive) as the term ‘ prdlahsavnnasy a',- 
“ But we have the genitive ending in ‘ som/isya ’ also — True, the genitive 
ending is there; but that does not make the two (indraplta and soma) 
appositional. Because the Soma (that remains) is not drunk by Indra ; — nor 
is it given to Indra; — what has been drunk was something else; and this 
something else has ceased to exist; and what has ceased to exist is not 
pointed out by the pronoun ‘this’, which refers to something that is 
present. — All these objections are not applicable to the case of the Savana ; 
the Savana is ‘ indraplta ’ in the sense that the drinking has boon done by 
Indra during that Savana; in this sense that offering also which has not 
been made to Indra becomes included under the Sa^xma named ‘ indraplta *, 
— and as such can be taken as spoken of by the mantra (containing the 
tenn ‘ indrapllasya^). When it can be so taken, and it is enjoined as equally 
applicable to all, — why should the mantra not be used in all cases ?— It is in 
the figurative (indirect) sense that what is not ‘drunk by Indra’ comes to 
be spoken of as ‘ drunk by Indra’. 

Such is the opinion of the revered Teacher Aitishayana; such also is 

our own view. The Teacher has been named, only with a view to show 
that the view was originally propounded by him. 


End of Pdda ii of Adhydya III. 



DISCOURSE III 

PA DA TTT. 

Adhtkaba^a (1); Properties like * Loudness' appertain to 
the entire Veda, not to the form of the Mantra. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PORVAPAKfJA] — “ BeCAUSK OE THE DiBECT AsSEBTION, THE W()R1>8 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS STANDING FOB THE TYPES 

Bhdaya. 

[Having dealt with the use of Mantras according to the indication of their 
Vords, wo now procee<] to deal with their use, in accordance with Syntactical 
Connection^] 

In connection with the Jyoti stoma wo read — ‘ Uchchair-rchd kriyate, 
uchchaih sdmnd^ updmshu yajusd' (Maitra. Sam. 3. 6. 6). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do the words (*rk\ 
* sdman^ and *yajtt8^) as found in this text stand for the types — * ftk* 
(Verso), * Sdman* (Music) and ‘ Yajiis^ (Prose -passage) — [i.e. for these kinds 
of mantras wherever found, irrespectively of the Vedic samhitd of which 
they form part] — or to the Vedas — J^gveda, Sdma-Veda and Yajurvhta — 
themselves [i.e. each of the Samhitds taken as a whole, composed of mantras 
in both prose and verse] ? 

On this question, wo have the following Purixipaksa — “ They shoiM he 
taken as standing for the types ; — why ? — because of the Direct A ssertion ; by 
merely hearing the words as used in the text, we understand that it is the 
type that is meant ; hence the quietness {softness) becomes connected with the 
type referred to (i.e. the yajus); and there is no word that would connect it 
with the entire Veda (Yajurveda). — Then according to this view, those 
portions of the Yajurveda which are in verse — and yet not found in the 
Rgveda — would come to bo recited loudly, otherwise (if the properties 
applied to the Vedas, then all that forms part of the Yajurveda, — be it in 
verso or in prose — would have to be recited quietly, and hence one and the 
same verso (that is found in the Yajurveda as also in the Ijgveda) would 
have both the properties alternatively ; and this would moan the rejection 
of the injunction in one case [because when the common verse is read loudly, 
the Yajurvodic injunction is violated, and when it is read softly, tho Hgvedic 
injunction is violated]. — Lastly, the Purvapaksa view is in conformity with 
the indications of the Context; otherwise, if tho property (quietness, for 
instance) applied to the Veda, then, at all sacrifices, tho same property of 
quietness would have to be adopted (for which there is no justification) 
[according to the Purvapaksa, tho quietness would have to be adopted only 
in connection with those Yajus, — i.e. Prose, — mantras that are used at tho 
Jyotistoma]. — From all this it follows that the words apply to the typesP 
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SiJTRA (2). 

ISiddhanta] — In reality, the words should be taken as stand- 
ing FOR THE entire ‘ VfiDA ’ ; BECAUSE THEY ARE FOUND 
IN A CONTEXT DEALING MOSTLY WITH THE ‘ V'^EDA *. 

Bhdsya, 

Wliat is declared in the text should bo taken as referring to the Veda ; — 
why ? — ‘ prdyadarahxiimt * [because they are found in a context dealing mostly 
with the VMa\ — “What is the ^ prdyadarshana^ (on which the Siddhdnta is 
based) ?” — The words in question are found in a passage dealing mostly with 
the Veda, — the passage starting with a reference to the Vedas, and ending 
with the sentence containing the words in question; — this passage is as 
follows — ‘Prajiipati alone existed at the time, — he performed austerities, — 
while he was performing austerities, the three Deities, Agni, Vdyu emd 
Aditya, came out of him; — those Deities performed austerities, — and while 
they were performing austerities, there came out from thorn the three 
Vedas — the I}gveda from Agni, the Yajurveda from Vdyu, and tho Sdma- 
veda from Aditya * ; — starting thus, the passage concludes with the follow- 
ing words — ‘what is done with the is done Itmdly , — what is done 
with the Sdman is done loudly, — what is done with the Yajus is done soft- 
ly’ [ Uchchair-rchd kriyate, uchchaih sdmnd, ujiumshu yajusd^X — Kor this 
reason, wo assert that the loudness and the quietness have to Ixj adopted 
with what are mentioned in the Context [i.o. the Vedas tliemselvos], and 
not with the types of mantras, the (metrical) Verse (the verse sot to 
music, and the prose). — “ How is this conclusion deduced ?” — Inasmuch 
as we find the words (‘rifc’ and thej rest) in the concluding portion of the 
entire passage— which means that ‘inasmuch as the Vedas were produced 
in this manner, they should be used with loudness, etc.’, — wo conclude that 
the concluding sentence also must be taken as containing the terms ‘rA;*, 
‘ sdman* and * yajus* in the sense of the three Vedas \ specially as, if not so 
taken, there would be no syntactical connection between the two portions 
of the passage, and this would make the words entirely meaningless. — Prom 
this it follows that the words should be taken as standing for the Vedas. 

SUTHA (3). 

Also because of indicatives. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a text also which is indicative of the fact that the words * rk* , 
* sdman* and * yajus* stand for the Vedas; tliis text is — ‘(a) In the morn- 
ing, the Deity moves with rks, — (6) at mid-day, he stays by the Yajurveda , — 
(r) at sunset, he is worshipped with the Samavetla ; — (d) so that the Sun moves 
along, never bereft of the three Vedas* (Taitti. Bra., 3. 12. 9. 1); — here the 
first three parts speak of the *rk* and the two *vedas* (Yajurveda and 
Samaveda), and then the fourth part — ‘ the sun moves along, never bereft 
of the three VMas * — recapitulates the whole lot by means of the common 
word ‘ Vedas ’ in tho plural ; which indicates that the term ^rk * (in the first 
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part) also is meant to stand for the VMa [as otherwise, the plural number 
would be unjustifiable, as standing for only two Vedas, the YajurvMa and 
the Samavldu\ — From this also, we conclude that the terms in question 
stand for the Vedas, 

SUTRA (4). 

Also, because there is a distinct injunction of propebtv (for 

THE SamAVRDA) ; — AND IT COULD HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH 
THE SUBSTANCE ITSELF. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a distinct injunction of the property (of loudness), in connec- 
tion with the Sdman, — in the sentence ‘ what is done with the Sdman is 
done loudly * ; — this distinct injunction would be justifiable only if it referred 
to the VMa\ if it referred to the type of mantra (i.e. the verses set to music), 
then, inasmuch as the loudness of the Sdma- verse would have been estab- 
lished by the mere fact of its being a Rk (the loudness whereof has already 
been enjoined by the foregoing sentence) [as the Sdman is nothing more 
than the * rk' verse set to music^, — its connection with the thing * Sdman' 
would not need to bo reiterated. [So that the distinct injunction in regard 
to the Sdman would be entirely superfluous]. From all this it follows that 
the words in question should be taken as standing for the Vedas, 

SUTRA (5). 

The name * TrayIvidya ’ is applied to one who knows the 
THREE Vedas (‘ thayI ’). 

Bkdsya, 

That person is called * Traylvidya' whose learning {vidyd) consists of 
the ‘ Trayl' — i.e. one who roads the three Vedas is called ‘ traylvidya As a 
matter of fact, the term ‘ trayi ' is well known as applying to the Rk, Sdman 
and Yajijis; and it is only by reason of these three terms - rXi *, ‘sdman' 
and ‘ yajus ' — standing for the three Vedas, that the name * Traylvidya ' is 
applicable, -and actually applied — to the person knowing the three Vedas , — 
For this reason also tho words in question must stand for the Vedas, 

SUTRA (6). 

rOB.IEOTION] — “In THE CASE OF VERSES (OF THE YaJURVEDA 
WHICH ABE NOT FOUND IN THE RgvBDA), THE INJUNCTION 
(OF ‘loudness’) COULD BE FOLLOWED LITERALLY 
[ONLY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PURVAPAKSA 
view] ” — IF THIS BE URGED, [then the 
answer is as given in the next 

Sutraj. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that — “ Those metrical verses of 
the*Yajurvcda which are not found in the ^gveda could be recited with 
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loudness — only if the Purvapaksa view were accepted (by which metrical 
verses wherever found should be recited loudly) ; so that the injunction 
would be literally followed in this case.” — Now this argument has got to be 
refuted. 

This Sutra servos the purpose of stating the argument to be refuted 
[and the refutation follows in the next Sutra']. 

SUTRA (7). 

[Answer] — It is not so; because the quality belongs to the 

WHOLE. 

Bhdsya. 

The argument that has been urged does not vitiate our position; be- 
cause as a matter of fact, the quality of ‘loudness* belongs to the entire 
^yvlda^ and the quality of * quietness* belongs to the entire Yajurveda\ 
under the circumstances, if those versos in the YajurvMa that are not found 
in the I}gvMa come to be recited quietly, there is nothing wrong in this; 
because the quality pertains to the Veda, not to the Rk ; and the VMa does 
not come to have the two qualities (as urged by the Purvapaksin). 

SUTRA (8). 

Inasmuch as the connection of the Veda (with ‘loudness’ 
BTC. is vouched FOR BY SYNTACTICAL CONNECTION), 

IT COULD NOT BE SET ASIDE BY THE CONTEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that it is only the Pur^apaksa 
view that is in keeping with the indications of the Context.' -But, as a matter 
of fact the connection of the entire Veda (with * loudness*, etc.) is vouched 
for by Syntactical Connection ; and if Context is set aside by Syntactical 
Connection, there is no incongruity in this. 



Adhikarai^a (2) : At the ‘ Fire-laying \ the singing is to be 

done quietly. 

SUTRA (9). 

Whkn the Prtmaky and the Subsidiary belong to two 

DIFFI3RENT VeDAS, THE VbDIC CHARACTERISTIC OF THE 

Subsidiary is to be determined by that ok 
THE Primary ; as the Subsidiary is 

SUBSERVIENT TO THE PRIMARY. 

Bhdsy2, 

The Fire-laying Rite has been spoken of in the text — ‘ Ya evamvidvanagni 
tnddhatte ’ (Maitra. Sarii. 1. 6. 6.) ; — it is a rite enjoined in the YajurvMa ; at 
this rite, the singing of the Sdrnan is laid down in the text — ‘ Ya evamvidvdn 
vdravantiyam guyati^ (Maitra. Sam. 1. 6. 7.), ‘ Yaemrnvidvdn yajndyajniyam 
gdyali', — ‘ Ya evamvidvdn vamadev yam gdyati' (Maitra. Sam. 1. 6. 7.). 

In regard to this there arises the question — This singing at the Fire- 
laying Rite — is it to be done * loudly ’ (in accordance with the character of 
the Sdmaveda, to which all Sama-singing belongs) — or * quietly * (in accord- 
ance with the character of the Yajurveda to which the Primary Rite of 
Fire-laying belongs) ? 

The Purvajjakea view on this question is that the singing is to be done 
* loudly ’ ; — why ? — because what is done through the Vdravanltya and other 
Sdmana is done through the Sdmaveda ; hence all these Sdmans are to be 
sung * loudly.’ 

On this we have the following Siddhdnta — If there is a doubt as to whether 
the character of the Primary is to bo altered in consideration of the charac- 
ter of the Subsidiary — or that of the Subsidiary should be altered in consi- 
deration of the character of the Primary, — the only reasonable conclusion is 
that the character of the {Subsidiary is to be altered, and that of the Primary 
is to be left intact. — Why so ? — Because the Subsidiary is subservient to the 
Primary — that is, the Performer takes up the performance of the Subsidiary 
solely for the purpose of making the Primary complete in all its details ; if 
the performance of the Subsidiary brings about any defect in the character of 
the Primary, then nothing is gained by the performance of that Subsidiary, 
(since the main purpose of making the Primary complete in all details fails 
entirely). On the other hand, with a view to accomplish the details of the 
Primary, if the Performer undertakes the Subsidiary, and (in this perform- 
ance) drops a ch6u:*acteristic of that Subsidiary, — then no harm is done to his 
main purpose ; because the main purpose of his undertaking the Subsidiary 
does not lie in making the Subsidiary complete in all its details. — The singing 
of the Sdmans is after all a Subsidiary to the Fire- laying Rite, which is the 
Pritnary, This Fire-laying Rite belongs to the Yajurveda \ — hence its cha- 
racteristic feature is * quietness which characteristic sets aside ‘ loudness ’ 
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which is the characteristic of the Sdmaveda (to which the Sdma-ainging 
belongs). — From all this it follows that the Sdinana (at the Fire-laying 
Rite) are to be sung * quietly*. 

[Kumarila has proposed a somewhat diiferent presentation of t\i& adhikarana : — 
He puts the question in the form -In a case where a thing (e.g. Snma-ainging) has its 
origin in one Veda (the Sdma-V^da)^ but its application or use is laid down in 
another Veda (the Yajurveda), should that thing be equipped with the properties 
peculiar to the former Veda, or with those of the latter ? — The Purvapaksa—** Inas- 
much as the origination of a thing always precedes its application, the properties 
adopted should be those of the Veda in which the thing has its origin.” - The Sid- 
dhanta —The properties should be those of that Veda which lays down its application, 
(1) because the origination of a thing is only for the sake of the uses to which it 
may be applied,— (2) because it is only when the thing in question— i.e. the Sama- 
ainging — is applied to actual use, that it stands in need of some tone (loud or quiet) 
to be applied to it ; and hence the tones enjoined in the texts Uchchaih rchd etc.* are 
those that can bo perceived only at the time of application^ not at the time of origin- 
ationi as at the latter time it is not in use at all.— There are three other forms 
proposed for this Adhikarana, See Tantramrtika—TYfm^., pp. 1 150-1151.] 



Adhikarai^ia (3) : The JyotiHioma belongs to the 
Yajurveda. 

SUTRA (10). 

If an action is laid down in two VBdas, it is to be 

TAKEN AS belonging TO THAT IN WHICH MOST OF ITS 
CONSTITUENT DETAILS ABE FOUND. 

BJiusya, 

The Jyolistoma sacrifice is laid down in the Yajurveda, in the text — 
‘ Jyotiatoynena svargakdmo yajeta* (‘One desiring heaven should perform 
the Jyotisloma sacrifice’) ; — there is a similar injunction of it in the Sdma- 
VMa also. As a nile, when an action has boon laid down in one text, the 
mention of it in another text can only be for the purpose of laying down 
accessory details relating to it. 

In regard to this, therefore, arises the question — Is the injunction in 
the YajurvMa to be taken as serving the purpose of laying down the actual 
performance of the sacrifice, — and that in the Sdma-Veda to be taken as 
serving the purpose of laying down accessory details relating to it ? Or is it 
the other way about [This enquiry is necessary, as] the performance will 
take up the characteristics of that Veda whose text is taken as laying down 
the performance. 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is that “ it cannot bo definitely 
ascertained whether it is the Sdmave(kL’lext or the Yajurveda-text that is to 
be regarded as laying down the performance, — as we do not find any deter- 
mining factor in the case.” 

Against this, wo have the following SiddhTinta : — The question sh<mld be 
determined by the fact of one or the other V^eda providing the larger number 
of details of the sacrifice in question ; so that the text of that Veda should 
be regarded as laying down the performance of the sacrifice which provides 
the larger number of the sacrificial details. As a matter of fact, when a 
Veda lays down the performance of a sacrifice, it is there that there arises 
the need for information regarding the details of its procedure ; and an in- 
junction of these details of procedure has its right place onlj- where such in- 
formation is needed ; — wherever the larger number of sacrificial details ai*e 
laid down, that is what constitutes the ‘ Procedure * ; — so that it is on the basis 
of this principle (of the laying down of the larger number of sacrificial details) 
that wo shall determine by inference which particular text is to be regarded 
as the injunction of the performance. — In a case where many persons re- 
sembling the king are seated, we infer that one to be the king who has a wliito 
umbrella (over his head) and el^owries (on his two sides), — oven though he may 
not be actually pointed out as the King ; — in this same manner, when we find 
that it is the Y ajurvedadext which fays down the larger number of sacrificial 
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details of the Jyotistoma , — which fact is a sign of its being the injunction of 
its performance, — we conclude that this text is the injunction of the per- 
formance. 

From this it follows that the performance of the Jyotistoma should be 
done ' quietly ’ ; as it is by the Yajurveda that the sacrifice is enjoined, and 
hence it is by means of that Veda that the sacrifice is performed ; — and 
what is not enjoined cannot be performed. 


[Kumftrila is not satisfied with this explanation of the Sutra, He explains the 
meaning of the Sutra to be as follows : — ‘ That action which is mentioned in two 
Vedas should have its appellation determined by the mention of a larger number, — 
i.e. the whole — of its constituent details, which may be capable of supplying all its 
requirements*. Sef5 Tantravartika — Trans., p. 1164.] 



Adhikara^ia (4) : The ‘ Context ’ is indicative of the 
connection of subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (11). 

That which is not connbctmd (otherwise) becomes connected 
THROUGH Context ; because details of Procedure are 

ALWAYS WANTED. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) Direct Assertion, (h) Indicative Power, and (c) Syntactical Connection, 
— those three moans of determining the connection of subsidiaries have been 
duly described (in the foregoing Adhikaranas) : (a) The Direct Assertion — 
* Aindryd gdrJmpatyam upatisthate (Maitril-Sam. 3. 2. 4) — has been found 
to determine, through the Accusative ending (in ' gdrhapatyam^), the use 
of the mantra (under Sii. 3. 2. 3) ; — (6) Indicative Power, which consists in 
the force of words contained in the mantra, has been found to determine the 
application of the mantra * V arh i rdevasadanam ddmi' {MaitTa^Bain. 1. 1. 2] 
(under Su. 3. 2. 1); — (c) Syntactical Connectionhae been shown to determine 
the connection of subsidiaries (under Su. 3. 1. 12) as in the case of ^arurmyCi 
krlndti\ Tai. Sam. 6. 1. 0. 7]. 

Now there arises the question — Are those the only means of determin- 
ing the use of mantraf* ? — ^The answer is — No. — What then is the other 
moans ? 

It is with this question that the present investigation starts ; just as in 
the case of such questions as — What is the name of this river ? — What is the 
name of this mountain ? — What fruit is this ? 

The answer to the said question is provided by the Sutra -That which 
is not connected (othenvise) becomes connected through Context, because details 
of procedure are always wanted. That is to say, that which is not connected 
(with any act), through either Direct Assertion, or Indicative Power, or 
Syntactical Connection, — ^becomes connected through Context, — because details 
of procedure are always vented ; that is, when a certain statement (injunction 
of action) is found to stand in need for the statement of the details of 
procedure (of the action enjoined), — and in close proximity to it is found a 
statement which is capable of supplying this need, — then this latter state- 
ment becomes syntactically connected with the aforesaid injunctive sen- 
tence; and hence that procedure comes to be adopted at the action 
enjoined. 

“ What is the example for such connection ? — What too is the purpose 
served by this enquiry ?” 

In connection with the Dai'shapurnamdsa-i^acvihce, wo read — * Samidho 
yajati, tanunajidtamyajati, ido yajati, varhlryajati, svdhdkdram yajati * (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 6. 1. 1); and through the force of Context, all these acts (sacrifices) 
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come to bo performed in connection with the Darshapuri^amdm-sacrijice, — not 
with either the Agnihotra or the Jyotiatoma, 

[So long as the continuity of the details of procedure relating to the Primary 
Action has not been broken,— whatever other action happens to bo mentioned, 
without the mention of a distinct result, is to bo taken as an auxiliary of the said 
Primary ; — and this conclusion is based upon the force of the Context. — Tantravartika 
— Trans., p. 1156.] 



Adhikaraija (5) : The, connection of subsidiaries indicated 
by the Order of Sequence. 

SUTRA (12). 

The Order of Sequence also (determines the connection 

OF SUBSIDIARIES), ON THE GROUND OF THE SAMENESS 
OF PLACE. 

Bhdsya, 

Question — “ Aro these [Direct Assertion, Indicative Power, Syntactical 
Connection and Contextl tlien the only means of determining the connection 
of subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer — No. 

Question — “ What else tlujn ? ** 

Answer — The Order of Sequence also, on the ground of the sameness of 
place. When one set of actions and another sot of accessories are laid down 
in a definite order of sequence, — then there is inferred a sort of mutual 
need between the action mentioned in one place in the series of actions, 
and the accessory mentioned in the same place in the series of accessories ; 
and when this need is there, the two become syntactically connected ; — 
consequently the accessory in question is used at the action in question. 

“ Whore is there an instance of such use ? What too is the use of 
this enquiry ? ’* 

A set of throe sacrifices is mentioned in a definite order of sequence 
[( 1) Agneya — , (2) Updmshuydja — , (3) Agnisomiyd] ; among the three mantras 
mentioned, the mantra mentioned in the same place (i.o. the second) as the 
Updmshuydja is ‘ Dabdhimdmdsi, etc.’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 11. 6; See Mdnava 
ShraiUasHtra, 1. 4. 2. 4) [the first mantra being ‘ Agneraham devayafyayd, 
etc.\ and the third, * Agnlsomlyayoraham, c^c.’]; — n mutual need thus being 
inferred between the second sacrifice and the second mantra, the two are 
syntactically connected and the mantra comes to be used accordingly. 

Similarly, there is the Aindrdgna sacrifice laid down as to bo performed 
by one whose kith and kin have been ruined and one who luis enemies 
[Maitra-Sam. 2. 1. 1]; in connection wdth this there aro two Ydjydnu- 
vdkyds laid down, both related to Indra-Agni — first, * Indrdgni rochami 
divah ’ ‘ Pravarsanihhyah * (cf. Maitra-Sarh. 4. 10. 4), — and second, * Indrdgnl 
navatim purah Shnathadvrtram* (Maitra-Saih. 4. 10. 5); — the use of these 
mantras at the Aindrdgna sacrifice having been already indicated by the 
Indicative Power of the words of the mantras themselves, — it is thrpugh 
the order in which the two mantras occur in the text that we get at the 
particulars of their use, to the effect that tho first mantra is to be used 
at the first Aindrdgna sacrifice and the second jnantra at the second Ain^ 
drdgna sacrifice. 

These are the examples; and this also makes clear the use of the 
Adhikarar^. 



Adhikaraisia (6) : The connection of suhsidiariea 
determined hy ^Name\ 

SUTRA (13). 

‘ Name ’ also (determines the connection) ; because it is for 

THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

Question — “Are the aforesaid the only means for determining the 
connection of subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer — ^No ; Name also is a means of determining the same. 

Question — ** How can Name bo the means of determining the connection 
of subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer — A Name is applied to things only on the basis of some connec- 
tion or relationship; for instance, in ordinary parlance the name ‘cooker’ 
is applied to one who is connected with the action of cooking, and the 
name ‘chopper’ is applied to one who is connected with the act of chop- 
ping, — Similarly in the Veda also, when we find a term expressing connection 
with things eternal, we have the cognition of that connection. 

Question — “ What instance is there of this ? What too is the use of 
this investigation ? ” 

Answer — Those acts that are found to.be neuned as ‘ Adhvaryam ’ should 
be performed by the Adhvaryu priest, — and those named as ‘ Hautra *, by 
the Hotr priest. — This is. the instance of the connection of things being 
indicated by N^ame ; and the purpose also served by this is that we get at 
the said conclusion regarding the performance of the acts. 



Adhikabai^a (7) : Among the six means of determining the 
connection of subsidiaries — ^Direct Assertion\ ^Indicative 
Power ’ and the rest^ — that which precedes is more 
authoritative than that which follows. 

SOTRA (14). 

Among ‘Direct Assertion’, ‘Indicative Power*, ‘Syntactical 
Connection’, ‘Context’, ‘Place’ and ‘Name’, — that 

WHICH FOLLOWS IS WEAKER THAN THAT WHICH 
precedes; — BECAUSE IT IS MORE REMOTE 
FROM THE FINAL OBJECTIVE. 

Bhasya. 

The means of determining the connection of subsidiaries — ‘ Direct Asser- 
tion ‘ Indicative Power ‘ Syntactical Connection ‘ Context *, ‘ Place ’ and 
‘ Name ’ — have been described. — ^Now arises the question— Which of these is 
to be regarded as most authoritative in a case where they are all applicable 
(but in conflict with one another) ? As a matter of fact, one sentence can 
have only one meaning; so that no one thing can be taken as connected 
with two things at one and the same time ; consequently there is likely to be 
a conflict between any two of the said six means. 


(A) — ‘ Direct Assertion ’ more authoritative than ‘ Indicative Power ’. 

(1) The first question therefore that has to be considered is — Between 
‘Direct Assertion’ and ‘Indicative Power’, which is to bo regarded as the 
more authoritative ? — “ Which is the particular instance where there is such 
a conflict ? ” — In regard to the Injunction ‘ A irulryd gdrhapatyam upatiathate ’ 
(‘With the Ai'ndrl verse, one should worship the Gdrhapatya Fire* Maitra- 
Saih. 3. 2. 4), — there is the question as to whether the ‘worshipping 
with the Aindri verse’ maybe done of Imlra or of the Gdrhapatya Fire (as 
one may choose) — or is it to be done of the Gdrhapatya Fire only ? — If the 
two means (Direct Assertion and Indicative Power) are of equal autho- 
rity, then there would be option (one may do the ‘worshipping* either 
of Indra or of the Gdrhapatya Fire) ; — if however Direct Assertion is more 
authoritative, then the ‘ worshipping ’ should bo done of the Gdrhapatya 
Fire only. — “ In this case what is the Direct Assertion and what the Indi- 
cative Power — The Direct Assertion consists in the presence of the 
term ^gdrhapatya* itself in the Injunction [whereby the worshipping should 
be done of the Gdrhapatya Fire only] ; and Indicative Power consists in the 
presence of the term ‘ indra ’ in the Aindrl verse itself, which reads as 
‘ Kadd cha na starlrasi nendra sashchasi ddsupe (Mai.-Saxh. 1. 3. 26 ; Taitti. 
Sam. 1. 6. 8. 4 ; Rgveda, 8. 61. 7),— this term ‘ indra* having the power of 

29 
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indicating the deity Indra (to whom the worshipping would be done with 
the 7tt antra). 

Question — “ What is a ‘ sentence * ? ” 

Answer — When a number of words combine to express an idea, they 
constitute a sentence, 

Objectio7i — “If that is so, then the injunction, * Aindryd gdrhapatya- 
mujjatisthate ’ is a sentence, and so also is the mantra, ‘ Kadd cka na starirasi, 
etc,* ; as in both these a number of words combine to express an idea. Such 
being the case, the instance cited is one of conflict between one Sentence 
(Syntactical (Connection) and another Sentence (Syntactical Connection), not 
between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power. — Or, the discrimination may 
be made amoYig all these three — Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and Syn- 
tartical Connection, — it being determined that such is the difference between 
Direct Assertiofi and Syntactical Connection, and such between TnAicalive 
Power and Syntactical Connection.** 

Aiiswer — Indicative Power is the power or capacity of a word to denote 
a certain thing; — while Direct Assertion consists in the expression of that 
meaning which is understood on the mere hearing of the word ; this being 
called ‘ Shruti *, i.e. Hear mg. — It has already been explained that when several 
words express a single idea, they constitute a ‘ sentence *. Now as a matter of 
fac^t, all these throe contingencies are present, either collectively or sev- 
erally', in all sentences. — In the case in question, however, the idea that 
‘ Indra is to be worshipped with the mantra ‘ Kadd cJwi na starirasi, etc.* is not 
got at on the mere hearing of any word; — nor is there any word which, 
uttered in proximity to another word, could supply this idea; — all that 
happens is that in the maiitra the term * indra* is present, which has the 
power to indicate a certain deity, by the denoting of which a useful purpose 
is served ; — viz. that the idea is provided that in the ‘ worshipping ’ of the 
deity Indra, the term ‘ indra * should be used, — as also the other words (of 
the mantra) that are syntactically connected with that term;— on the other 
hand, there is no word in this mantra which has the power to indicate the 
Odrhapatya Fire as the deity to be ‘ worshipped ’ ; in fact the idea that the 
Cdrhapatya Fire is to be worshipped we obtain from directly hearing the 
term ‘ gdrluipatya * itself (in the injunction ‘ A indryd gurhapatyamupatisthate * ), 
— not from the Indicative Power (of any word). — Thus then, it comes to this : 
If Indicative Power is more authoritative than Direct Assertion, then Indra 
should be worshipped with the mantra; whereas if Direct Assertion (of 
gdrhapatya) is more authoritative than Indicative Power, then the Gdrha- 
patya Fire should be worshipped with the mantra. 

Objection — “ If such is the case then the comparison to be instituted in 
this instance is between Indicative Power and Syiitaclical Connection (Sen- 
tence), — not between Indicative Power and Direct Assertion. Because Indra is 
to be taken as to bo worshipped, on the strength of the power of the term 
< indra * to indicate the particular deity, Indra, — in the event of Indicative 
Power being more authoritative ; — if, on the other hand. Syntactical Connec- 
lion (Sentence) is the more authoritative, then Odrhapatya Fire is to be 
worshipped ; as this is what is expressed by the injunction ‘ Aindryd gdrha- 
patyamupatipthate* , which is a sentence.** 
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Answer — It is not so ; even though the injunction (^Aindrya garhapatyarn 
upatiathatV) is a sentence, yet it also contains a Direct Assertion ; and what 
is actually contradicted by Indicative Power is this Direct Assertion, not the 
sentence. — “ How so ? ” — Even if Indicative Power were the more authori- 
tative, the meaning indicated by it (that ‘Indra should bo worshipped’), 
could be got at only through tho said term ‘ indra" being syntactically con- 
nected with the word ‘ garhapatyarn ’ (in the Injunction) ; if it were not so syn- 
tactically connected with the term ‘ garhapatyarn ’, then the idea expressed by 
this term would be incompatible with the said Indicative Power ; so that if 
the Indicative Power is the more authoritative, then, what is expressed by 
tho term ‘ gdrhapatya^ will have to be rejected ; as this would have no con- 
nection with the act of ‘ worshipping ’ ; and in that case tho term ‘ gdrha- 
patya' would have to be taken as (somehow) denoting the deity Indra itself, 
or proximity to the Fire [the meaning being that 'with tho Aindrl verse one 
should worship Indra near the Gdrhapatya Fire"]. — If, on tho other hand. 
Direct Assertion were tho more authoritative, then the idea of ‘ worshipping 
Indra", which is expressed by Indicative Power, would be set aside. — Thus 
then, the instance cited is one really of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power, not between Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection. 

Or [we may put tho case differently] — The idea of Indra or Gdrhapatya 
being the deity to bo worshipped is not obtained through the Syntactical 
Connection (of the term * Indra" or * Gdrhapatya"); in fact, the idea of Indra 
being tho deity to bo worshipped is deduced from the fact of the Mantra 
containing tho term ‘ indra", — and tho idea of the Gdrhapatya Firehcing the 
deity to be worshipped is obtained from hearing the Accusative ending (in 
* garhapatyarn"). — Thus also the conflict is between J)irect Assertion and 
Indicative Power. 


Now then (on this question of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
hidicative Power), wo have the following Purvapaksa — “ Both these (Direct 
A.S8ertion and Indicative Power) are of equal authority ; —why ? — because 
this and that — i.e. Direct Assertion and Indicative Power — are the means of de- 
termining tho connection of subsidiaries; — between one cognition and another, 
there is no difference in form, — as that this has a form like that of an ephe- 
meral thing and that has a form liko that of a lasting thing. — ‘ But as a 
matter of fact, the form of Indicative Power is like that of an ephemeral 
thing, inasmuch as the cognition obtained from it is alvrays doubtful, while 
that obtained from Direct Assertion is certain.’ — This is not right ; because 
if the cognition derived from Indicative Power were doubtful, then there 
could be no conflict or compB.nsonhQtweeii Indicative Power &,iid Direct Asser- 
tion. In fact, it is because tho cognition derived from Indicative Power is 
certain that it can be treated as an alternative to Direct Assertion. — * But, 
as a matter of fact, the cognition derived from Indicative Power is never free 
from doubt.’ — It is not so ; because in that case Indicative Power could 
not be a valid means of cognition at ail. — * It imay not be a valid means of 
cognition ; but in regard to things cognised by means of Indicative Power 
there is always a doubt (as to its being true or otherwise). Or, we may 
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go further ; the cognition derived from Indicative Cognition is not even 
doubtful ; it is entirely invalid, wrong. For all that is learnt from Indica- 
tive Power is that such and such a word has the power to accomplish such 
and such a purpose ; and when one thing is capable of accomplishing a cer- 
tain thing, it is not necessary that it should accomplish it only when there 
is no verbal declaration to that effect. Hence we conclude that Indicative 
Power is not a means of determining the connection of subsidiaries.* — Our 
answer to this is as follows : — ^When a thing is spoken in proximity to a cer- 
tain thing in a context dealing with this latter, — then the former is regard- 
ed as a means of accomplishing the latter ; — and when the question arises 
as to how it will help in the accomplishment of that thing, — we obtain 
definite information regarding it from the Power or capacity of the thing, — 
i.e. the thing will be useful for the purpose to the extent that it may be 
capable of doing. It is thus that Indicative Power comes to be a valid 
means of determining the use of things. — Nor is there any ground for discri- 
minating between the validity (and authority) of Indicative Power and that 
of Direct Aaaertion (whereby wo could reject the authority of one or the 
other). — Hence it follows that these two means (Direct Aaaertion and Indi- 
cative Power) are of equal authority ; so that on the strength of Indicative 
Power, the mantra ‘ Kadd cha na atarlraai, etc.,* is to be used in worshipp- 
ing Indra^ and on the strength of Direct Aaaertion, it is to be used in wor- 
shipping the Gdrhapatya Fire. — Further, we accept this conclusion (viz. 
that the two courses are optional) on the ground that there is no incom- 
patibility between the two alternatives. Even in a case where one reason 
is stronger than the other, it sets aside this latter only when there is 
an incompatibility between the two, — not when there is no incompatibility. 
And there is no incompatibility in the conclusion that ‘ with the mantra in 
question one should worship Indra or the Odrhapatya Fire\ — ‘ There is cer- 
tainly this incompatibility (or incongruity) in this conclusion that while 
only one act of worahipping has been enjoined, the act is done more than 
once (once of Indra and then of Gdrhapatya)^. — But subsidiary acts arc al- 
ways repeated along with each of the several primaries, — so that the 
act of worahipping is repeated only with reference to the different deities to 
bo worshipped ; and this is quite logical, there is no incongruity in it. — ‘ Well, 
then, there is this incongruity : when the mantra is used in worshipping the 
Gdrhapatya Fire, the term ‘ indra * (contained in the mantra) would be taken 
as denoting the Fire, and it would stand in need of some quality or function 
(establishing the similarity of the Fire to the deity Indra) ; — and when it is 
used in worshipping Indra, the term ‘ indra * would denote the deity Indra, 
independently by itself ; and as between the indirect and direct significa- 
tion, the direct one is to be accepted.’ — It is not so, we reply. The direct 
meaning is to set aside the indirect meaning only when there is an incom- 
patibility betwoeni the two ; in the present case, there is no incompatibili- 
ty ; because there would be incompatibility only if the two meanings were 
expressed at one and the same time ; as a matter of fact, however, the term 
‘ indra ’ is taken as denoting the Fire at one act (where the worshipping is 
done of the Gdrhapatya Fire), while it is taken as denoting the deity Indra 
at an entirely different act (where the worshipping is done of Indra). — 
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From all this it follows that the two — Direct Assertion and Indicative 
Power — are of equal authority.** 

In reply to the above Purvapak^a^ we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
Between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, Direct Assertion is the more 
authoritative. — ^Why ? — Because of remoteness from the final objective * — 
“ What is this remoteness from the objective ? ** — It is remoteness — * viprkarpa * 
— of the objective, * artha * What is this objective, * artha ’ ? ’* — It is what is 

expressed by the Vedic text directly. For instance, in the case in question 
the idea that ‘ one should worship the Gdrhapatya Fire * is what is express- 
ed most proximately by the Direct Assertion (contained in the injunction 
‘ Aindryd gdrhapatyam upatisthate *), — while the idea that ‘ Indra should be 
worshipped * is very much ‘ remoter ’ ; that is, the idea that ^Indra should bo 
worshipped with the mantra, Kadd cha na starlrasi, etc.* is not directly ex- 
pressed by any Vedic text ; even though the mantra contains a word 
capable of denoting Indra, since there is no assertion regarding the use of 
the mantra in worshipping that Indra, it is understood that Indra is not to 
be worshipped with the mantra. 

Opponent — “ It has already been explained that, inasmuch as the 
mantra occurs in the Context of a particular sacrifice, it is regarded as an 
accessory of that sacrifice ; — and on the strength of its Indicative Power, it 
is taken as to bo used in the worshipping of Indra.^* 

Answer — It is not so ; it has already been declared above that — * inas- 
much as Dliarma is based upon the Veda, what is not Veda should be dis- 
regarded * (Sutra 1. 3. 1). — As a matter of fact, both of what have been cited 
— Context and Indicative Power^eve not Veda ; — and in the matter of things 
beyond the range of Sense -perception, there is no means of cognition avail- 
able except the Veda. It is for this reason that we hold that Indicative 
Power is very remote from the objective of Direct Assertion. 

Objection — “If such is the c€fcse (and Indicative Power, being not 
Veda, is no authority in super-sensuous matters), then. Indicative Power 
could never be a means of determining anything, even where there is no 
Direct A ssertion to the contrary ; so that it comes to this that there is no 
truth in the assertion that ‘ Indicative Power is a means (of determining the 
connection of subsidiaries) * ; and in that case how could there be any con- 
flict between Indicative Power and Direct Assertion ? For all these reasons we 
assert that there is no ground for instituting any comparison between the 
authority of Indicative Power and that of Direct AssertionJ*' 

Reply — When a certain act mentioned in a context stands in need of the 
mention of its details of procedure, and a mantra is found in close proximity 
to it, — the mantra, by the force of its presence in the text, comes to be syn- 
tactically connected with the words speaking of the act, — and this gives 
rise to the idea that ‘ one should perform the act of sacriflce with this man^ 
tra * ; — that is to say — ‘ when one is seeking to obtain the desired result by 
means of the sacriflce, one should help the performance of the sacriflce with 
this mantra *. Now, in the case in question, the mantra concerned (‘Kadd 
cha na starlrasi, etc.’ ) cannot help the sacriflce except by indicating the deity 
Indra ; it is thus that we come to the concl^on that * Indra should be 
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taken as indicated by the mantra \ — This idea is thus one that is based upon 
the Vedic Text (Direct Assertion) itself. 

Objection — “If the idea is based upon Direct Assertion^ it cannot be 
set aside by any other Direct Assertion \ so that either Indicative Power 
should not be regarded as authoritative or it should be treated as optional 
with (equal in authority to) Direct Assertion^ 

We assert that it is neither to bo regarded as devoid of authority nor 
to be treated as optional with Direct Assertion. — How so ? — It has been ex- 
plained that the idea (derived from Indicative Power) is based upon Direct 
Assertion I hence it cannot be totally devoid of authority; — and yet, there 
is a remoteness from the ohjectivCy inasmuch as the idea that ‘ Indra should 
be worshipped with this mantra^ is derived from Direct Assertion indirectly, 
through the inference of a syntactical connection (between the mantra and 
the injunction of the sacrifice) and of a power (in the tnantra) of indicat- 
ing (the deity, Indra) \ — while the idea that ‘the Gdrhapatya Fire is to be 
worshipped with this mantra * is obtained directly from the Direct Assertion 
in the text ‘ with the Aindrl mantra one should worship the Gdrhajyatya 
Fire\ — (In the case of Indicative Pmmr) thus, in the first place, there is to 
be a recognition of the Indicative Power itself, and then by the force of this 
power, the particular idea becomes indicated ; — now all this cannot be 
possible when the idea (to be thus got at) is one that is contrary to the 
Direct Assertion which clearly declares that • the Gdrhapatya Fire is to bo 
worshipped with this mantra and from which wo already obtain the idea 
as to the manner in which the mantra is to help the sacrifice ; — when this 
idoa has been already obtained (from Direct Asserlion)^ there is no justifica- 
tion for the assumption that the idea of Indra being worshipped with the 
mantra is derived from Syntactical Connection and Context^ which (in face of 
the Direct Assertion) could not acquire the capacity to provide any such 
idea. 

From all this it follows that by reason of its * remoteness from the 
objective’, Indicative Power is set aside by Direct Assertion. 

This same conclusion is to be accepted also on the ground that it is not 
right to admit of an Option (as suggested in the Purvapaksa). As a matter of 
fact, it is not right to admit an Option-, because when an option is admitted, 
it means that in one alternative something that is directly enjoined is to be 
rejected ; for instance, in the case in question, the idea that ‘ the Gdrhapatya 
Fire is to be worshipped with the Aindri mantra * having boon directly express- 
ed by the Text as unalterable (eternal), — if we accept the negation of this 
idea (when we accept the other alternative of Indra being worshipped, as 
indicated by Indicative Power), — it means the rejection of what has been 
directly asserted by the Veda, and tho acceptance of what is not so asserted ; 
— and the acceptance of what is not asserted is as open to objection as 
tho rejection of what is assorted ; because in both cases, a well -ascertained 
idea is rejected. — Thus then, on account of the fact that it is not right to 
admit an Option, we conclude that between Direct Assertion and Indicative 
Power, Direct Assertion is the more authoritative. 

It has been argued (by tho Purvapaksa) that the rejection (of Indicative 
Power by Direct Assertion) could be right only if there were a conflict be-- 
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tween the two, and in the case in question, there is no conflict. — As a 
matter of fact, however, there ift actual conflict ; as the Vedic text could be 
taken as expressive of the idea that ‘ Indra should be worshipped * only on 
the basis of Syntactical Connection and Context^ which (in face of the Direct 
Assertion to the contrary) have not acquired the capacity of providing such 
an idea ; — no such idea can bo expressed by any such Syntactical Connection 
and Context as have acquired the requisite capacity (from Direct Assertion) ; 
nor is it possible for Syntactical Connection and Context to be regarded, at one 
and the same time, as having acquired the requisite capacity and also as 
having not acquired the requisite capacity.- - Thus there is a real conflict ; and 
when there is conflict, between the two. Direct Assertion is more authoritative 
than IndicMive Power. 

(H) ‘ Indicative Power ^ is more authoritative than ‘ Syntactical 
Connection\ 

Question — “What is the example of conflict between Indicative Power 
and Syntactical Connection ? ” 

Answer — There is a mantra * (a) Syonante sadanam krnomi qhrtasya 
dharayd susheoam kalpaydnii —(h) tnsmin siddmrte pratitistha vrlhlriuni medha 
sumanasijamdnah ’ [(a) * O Cake, I arn preparing a pleasant scat for thee and am 
making it comfortable with a stream of butter ; — (b) O essence of corns, with 
mind at ease, please sit and remain steady on this seat*] (Taitti. Bra. 
3. 7. 6. 2-3 ; see Mana. Shrau. Su. 1.2. 6. 19). — In regard to this mantra there 
arises the following question ; — Is the entire mantra to be used at the 
preparing of the seat and the placing of the Cake ? Or the portion (a) ending 
with * kalpaydmi * is to be used at the preparmg of the seat (by spreading 
Kusha grass), and the portion (h) beginning with ‘ tasmin sida ’ at the 
placing of the Cake ? The point to consider is that, if Syntactical Connection 
has a higher authority than Indicative Power, then the entire mantra is 
to be used at both the acts. — “How so ? ”■ -The phrase Jasmin slda^ is 
grammatically dependent upon the sentence ending with the words ‘ sU’^e- 
vani kalpaydmi'^ and hence becomes syntactically connected with that prece- 
ding sentence, the construction being — * yat kalpaydmi tasmin slda* 
[' Please sit on what I am preparing*]. — If, on the other hand. Indicative 
Power has the higher authority, then the portion (o) ending with ^ kalpa- 
ydmi' should be used at the preparing of the seat. — because the sentence 
‘ syonante sadanam krnomi ’ j ‘ T am preparing a seat for thee ’] is suflicient 
to indicate the act of preparing the seat. — and the portion (b) beginning 
with ‘ tasmin slda ’ is sufficient to indicate the placing of the Cake, and hence 
this latter portion should be used at the placing of the Cake. 

On this question wo have tho following Ptirmpaksa : — “ Both these 
means (Imlicative Power and Syntactical Connection) are of equal strength 
(authority) ; because, as a matter of fact. Indicative Power is not held to be 
superior (in authority) to Syntactical Connection. the same way that 
Direct Assertion has been held to be to IndicMive Power. — Or (we may go 
even further), it {^Syntactical Connection that is superior to Indicative Power. 
— ‘ Why ? ’ — Because Indicative Power m what is set aside by Direct Assertion. 
and what is really authoritative can never be set aside; hence we conclude 
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that Indicative Power is something ephemeral (and not possessed of any 
lasting authority) ; because what is set aside by one is liable to be set aside 
by another also.” 

Against this Purvapakpa we have the following Siddhdnta : — Between In- 
dicative Power and Syntactical Connection^ Indicative Power is possessed of 
liigher authority ; — why ? — because of the remoteness of the objective, — “What 
is * the remoteness of the objective * in this case ? ” — Inasmuch as the mantra 
occurs in proximity to the Darshapurnarnasa sacrifice with which the Con- 
text deals, we conclude that it is subsidiary to that sacrifice ; — now as regards 
the portion (b) oi the mantra beginning with the words * tasmin slda \ it has 
the power to indicate the act of placing the Cake ; hence when it comes to bo 
used at this act of placing the Cake, the presence of the mantra becomes justi- 
fied and the purpose of its indication becomes fulfilled. There is, on the other 
hand, no authority whereby this portion of the mantra could be used also at 
the preparing of the seat, — Similarly, the other portion (a) of the mantra — 
‘ SyonantJe sadanarh krnomi, etcf — is regarded as subsidiary to the Darsha- 
purnamdsa on the ground of its occurring in the Context of that sacrifice, — and 
when, on the basis of its indicative power, it comes to be used at 
the preparing of the seat, it has its purpose fulfilled, and hence cannot 
be used at the placing of the Cake, specially as there can be no useful purpose 
served by its being used at this act oi placing. — Then again, the portion (b) be- 
ginning with ‘ tasmin slda * has no ‘ power * (or capacity) to be used at the pre- 
paring of the seat ; nor has the portion (a) beginning with * syonante * the 

* power * to be used at the of the Cake, — What may be possible is that 

the second portion (6) may acquire the ‘ power ’ to be used at the preparing 
of f/ie seat after becoming syntactically connected with the first portion (a), — 
and the first portion (a) may acquire the * power * to be used at the placing 
of the Cake after becoming syntactically connected with the second portion ; 
— and neither of the two portions, by itself, has the said power ; — this is the 

* remoteness of the objective’ (in the event of Syntactical Connection being 
taken as the determining factor in the case in question). 

Further, the inherent (direct) ‘ power ’ that the portion (a) — ‘ Syonantl, 
etc. ’ — possesses of indicating the act of preparing the seat is primary; — while 
the ‘power’ (to indicate the act of preparing the seat) which the second 
portion (6) — ‘ Tasmin slda, etc.' — acquires by becoming syntactically connect- 
ed with the first portion is only secondary. Thus then, the use of the first 
portion of the mantra at the preparing of the seat becomes declared directly 
by the indicative power inherent in the mantra itself, and hence the meaning 
of the Direct Assertion (Vedic) is in close proximity to the Indicative Power \ 
— on the other hand, in the case of a similar use (at the act of preparing the 
seat) of the second portion of the Mantra, the requisite meaning of the Direct 
Assertion could be got at only indirectly, after its power ‘ to indicate ’ that 
act had been brought into existence (by its becoming syntactically connected 
with the first portion) ; — so that in this case, the meaning of Direct Assertion 
becomes intervened by Indicative Power (whose functioning is necessary before 
the required meaning is obtained through Syntactical Connection) and hence, 
to that extent, it is ‘ remote', — Similarly, in the case of the act of placing 
the Cake, its connection with the second portion is proximate (direct), while 
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that with the first portion is intervened by Indicative Power (whose func- 
tioning is necessary before the required meaning can be obtained from Syn- 
tactical Connection). — ^From all this it follows that between Indicative 
Power and Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power is possessed of higher 
authority ; hence, even though the first portion of the mantra, — ‘ Syonanie, 
etc.’ — is needed (syntactically) by the second portion,— and as such might 
be used at the placing of the Cakes — yet, what should be done is that the 
sentence should be split up and the first portion used only at the preparing 
of the seat, — and the second portion. — ‘ Tasnvin sida, etc.* — only at the 
placing of the Cake. 

Objection — “ The words of the first portion of the mantra--^ Syonante, 
etc.* — possess the ‘ power * of becoming syntactically connected with the sec- 
ond portion, exactly as they possess the ‘power’ of indicating the act of 
preparing the seat; — and it is only power that is called * Lmga*, Indicative 
Power. So that when the sentence is split up (in the manner just explained), 
what becomes set aside is an Indicative Power itself (and not Syntactical 
Connection). ” 

Answer — True ; this (wliat is set aside) also is an ‘ Indicative Power ’ ; 
but even though it is Intlicative Power, if it is of the nature described, it is 
one that is * remote * from the objective, — in the sense that (1) first of all, the 
Indicative Power brings about Syntactical Connection , — (2) then the mantra 
attains the ‘ power * to indicate, — and then (3) the moaning of Direct Asser- 
tion (to the effect that ‘ the first portion of the mantra should be used at the 
placing of the Cake); — it is in this sense that there is ‘remoteness of the 
objective* ; and it is this ‘ remoteness* that is the ground for the Indicative 
Power being set aside ; — and when it is thus set aside, the first portion can- 
not become syntactically connected with the second portion. Similarly, the 
second portion — ‘ Tasmin sida, etc .* — cannot become syntactically connected 
with the first portion. 

Further, there is no perceptible purpose served by the first portion of 
the mantra through being syntactically connected with the second portion, 
— while by itself (through its Indicative Power) it serves the perceptible pur- 
pose of indicating the preparing of the seat. — “ How so ?’* — Because the pre- 
paring of the seat (by spreading grass), and the placing of the Cake, have boon 
declared to be the desired objectives [so that there can be no other object- 
ive in the case which could be fulfilled by the connecting of the two portions 
of the mantra}. — Similarly, the second portion of the Mantra serves the 
perceptible purpose of indicating the placing of the Cake, without living syn- 
tactically connected with the first portion. And the two portions are not 
incapable of accomplishing their own respective purposes without being 
syntactically connected with one another. — From this it follows that the 
first portion is to be used at the first act (of preparing the seat) and the 
second portion at the second act (of placing the Cake). 

It has been argued above that — “that which has been set aside by 
Direct Assertion shall be set aside by Syntactical Connection also [so that 
Indicative Power cannot be superior to Syntactical Connection].** — This is 
not right. Because one thing has been set aside by one thing, it does not 
necessarily follow that it should be set e^ide by another also. Because even 
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though Indicative Power has been set aside as against Direct Assertion^ on 
the ground of its being remoter than Direct Assertion from the objective, 
yet when serving a useful purpose, it may be admitted to be authoritative 
as against Syntactical Connection, on the ground of its being nearer to the 
objective than this Syntactical Connection . — Thus also is Indicative Power 
possessed of higher authority than Syntactical Connection. 


(C ) — * Syntactical Connection"^ is more authoritative than ‘ Context'. 

Now the question arises as between Syntactical Connection and Con- 
text . — But first what we have to consider is — what is ‘ Prakarana' , Context ? 
— Prakarana (('ontoxt) is the declaration of what is to he accomplished and 
which stands in need of the procedures it is the beginning (‘pm’) of the 
action (*kriy(2') of declaring ; — this is also called ^ vidhyddi' (Beginning of 
Injunction) standing in need of (and taken along with) * vidhyanta' (End 
or Sequel of Injunction). — What ‘Syntactical Connection’ {Vdkya) is has 
already been explained. * 

Now-, what is the example of conflict between these two (Syntactual 
Connection and Context) ? 

The SuktAivdka-nigadfi provides the requisite example — [This Stikta- 
vdka contains the Mantra- passage — ‘(«) Agnlsomavidarh havirajusetdm 
avwrdhetdm maho jydy o'* krdtdm — ( 6 ) Indrdgnl idam harlrajuseldm avlvrdhe- 
tdm trmho jydyo * krdtdm ' — and so on, with the names of other deities as 
variants]. — Here we find one set of deities (Agni-So^na) mentioned in 
connection with the Paurnamdsl sacrifice, and another set (Indrn-Agni) 
in connection wdth the Atndvdsyd sacrifice. These two sets of deities do not 


* The Bhdpya explains the signification of the component parts of the term 

* prakarana \ ^ Pra"* means beginning, and ‘ karana' or * kriyd' means ac^ ; hence 
‘ prakarana ’ or ‘ prakriyd ’ means the beginning of an act ; the particular act of which 
FmAramaa is the 6 <;gtnn/wj 7 is explained to be the act of declaring or expre.ssing ; 
that is to say, Prakarana is the beginning of the act of expressing the Bhumtnd,— i.e. 
the beginning of the operation of tho sentence laying clown tho performance of an 
action. Of any snch action, the factor of the Result and that of i\ie Instrument 
expressed by single words, while the declaration of the factor of Procedure is clone by 
means of sentences. Briefly then, Prakarana, Context, may be defined as the entire 
passage describing the details of Procedure of any particular action.-' ‘ Vidhyddi \ 

* Reginning of Injunction ’, is another synonym for * Prakarana ' ; and it stands in 
need of the ‘ vidhyanta\ ‘End of Injunction ’, by which is meant tho cognition of 
the entire mode of the action. Every Injunction of action has (a) for its begin- 
ning’ (ddi) the cognition of its procedure, (6) for its ‘ middle’ the cognition of the 
subsidiaries of the action enjoined along with their results, — and (c) for its ‘ end ’, 
tho cognition of the Result accomplished by the act enjoined. — What distinguishes 
Context from Syntactical Connection is the fact that, for a definite purpose, we 
connect, over again, .several sentences that have already served their purpose 
through the expression of the meaning of their component words; whereas 
Syntactical Connection does not operate, for tho slightest purpose, in disjoined 
parts, and its purpose is served only by the connecting together of the parts in a 
definite relationship.- Tantravartika — Trans., pp. 1208-1209. 
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become syntactically connected with one another; — hence on the basis of 
the Indicative Power of the Mantra the term ‘ indrdgnl ’ should be with- 
drawn at the performance of the Paurtmmdsl sacrifice, but retained at that 
of the Anunidsyd sacrifice. [And similarly, at the performance of the 
Amdvdayd sacrifice, the term ‘ Agni-aoma ’ should be withdrawn : but it 
should bo retained at the performance of the Paurnamdal sacrifice.] 

Now in connection with this, there arises the question — after with- 
drawing the reference to the deities (which have no connection with the 
Paurrmnmal sacrifice), is the rest of the passage (h) — i.e. the words ‘avh\rd’ 
hetdni maho jydyo * krdtdm' Taitti. Bra. 3. 5. 10. 3) — to be repeated at both 
sacrifices, the Paurrmmdal and the Amdvdayd, as many times as it occurs in 
the entire Suktavdka-hymn ; — greater authority being attaclied to Context 
[all the manlraa that constitute the Suktavdka being found in the context of 
both sacrifices] ? — Or is the remaining passage to bo used only at that 
sacrifice at which the reference to the deities — Indra-Agni — has been 
retained (i.e. at the Amdvdayd sacrifice) — greater authority being attacht*d 
to Syntactical Connection [the passage in question being syntactically 
connected wit h the reference to Indra-Agni\ ? [That is, at the PaurnamasI 
sacrifice, the passages (a) and (h) should be road as ‘ (a) Agnlaonidvidam 
havirnjnaeldm. maho jydyo'* krdtdnn- ~{h) avlvrdhetdm maho jydyo krdtdm\ 
the reference to Indra-Agni in (/>) being dropped out ? — or as only ‘ (a) 
Agmaomdvldarh havirajuaetdm ai'ivrdhetxim maho jydyo* krdtdm,'* the 
whole of (/;) being dropped out? — Similarly, at the Amdvdayd sacrifice, 
should the mantras be read as *(b) Indrdgnl idath liavirajuaetdm avivrdhetdun 
maho jydyo* krdtdm, — (a) aoxvrdetdm maho jydyo* krdtdm* "t or * Indrdgnl 
idam havirajuaetdm maho jydyoi* krdtdm'*?] — Similarly, in regard to the other 
mantras (composing the Suktavdka), 

On this question wo have the following Purvapakan, — Both these means 
(Syntactical Connection and Context) are of equal authority. — Why ? — There 
is as much ‘ need ’ (incompleteness) in one case as in the other; and when 
the need is equal in both, there can bo no ground for discriminating between 
them ; — hence both should be regarded as of equal authority.- - Or we may 
regard Syntactical Connection as the weaker of the two ; as it has been shown 
to be liable to be set aside by Indicxttive Power** 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta: — Syntactical 
Connection is more authoritative than Context, — How ? — Because of the remcle- 
ness of the objective, — “ What is the remoteness of the objective in this case ? 

— In the case of Syntactical Connection, each individual word of the sentence, 
detatched from the rest, becomes incomplete, — and the sentence is complete 
only when the whole of it is taken together ; — in this case therefore the fact 
of Syntactical Connection (all the words forming one sentence) is directly 
perceived ; — in the case of Context, on the other hand, the fact of the whole of 
it forming one connected unit is not perceptible, — “ How is that ?” — In the 
case of Context, what happens is that when some detail is found mentioned in 
close proximity to an act which stands in need of the mention of the details 
of procedure, then, the latter becomes complete (by being supplemented by- 
the former) ;— so that what is inferred in this case is that the act in question 
was incomplete (without the supplement), — and not that the two together 
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form 'on© sentence’ (are syntactically connected). It is only when 
there is Syntactical Connection that, on the basis of that connection, we 
assume the power of indicating (the requisite detail), and this detail then be- 
comes duly indicated. — Thus the ‘ remoteness of the objective ’ in this case 
is that Direct Assertion is nearer to Syntactical Connection than to Context^ 
from which latter it is far removed.* 

Thus then, when action is taken according to the Injunction, ' with the 
Suktavdka on© should offer the Kusha-bundle ’ — and when mantras are used 
after omitting the names of the deities of the Paurnamasl or those of the 
Aitbdvasydf as the case may be, — then the rest of those mantras also is to be 
used after similar omissions. So that even though, on the strength of Context* 
tlie portion of the mantra (a) left after omitting the names of the deities of 
the Paurnamasl (Agni-Soma) may be inferred to be syntactically connected 
with that mantra-portion (b) which speaks of the deities of the Amdvdsyd 
{Indra-Agni), — yet the connection of this latter portion with the names of the 
deities of the Amdvdsyd (Indra-Agni) is directly perceived ; — as a matter of 
fact, however, there can be no valid Inference contrary to a fact of Percep- 
tion. Further, the purpose of the Context having been thus accomplish- 
ed, the several factors in it become complete, and not being in want of any-’ 
thing, they cannot be made to be in want (and incomplete). 

It has been argued that "Being eet nsido hy Indicative Power , Synta- 
ctical Connection should be set aside by Context also.” — If a means of right 
cognition has been set aside once, it does not necessarily follow that it is 
entirely evanescent (and hence rejected) in other cases also. If it were so 
evanescent* it would not be a ‘ means of right cognition ’ at all. The fact 
of the matter is that a certain thing is effective against on© thing (but not 
against another) ; for instance, though Syntactical Connection has the power 
to set aside Context, it has no such power against Indicative Power ; and the 
reason for this lies in the fact that, while as compared to Indicative Power, 
Syntactical Connection is remoter from the * objective \ — as compared to 

* If we accept Context as the authority in this case, then, — (1) inasmuch as 
there is no syntactical connection perceived between the mantra-portion (a) from 
which the names ‘ Agni-Soma ’ have been omitted and the names ‘ Indra-Agni , it 
will bo necessary to assume this Syntactical Connection ; — (2) then, on the basis 
of this Syntactical Connection, it would be necessary to assume in the mantra (a) the 
' Itidicative Power to indicate the deities Indra-Agni', — (3) when this Indicative 
Power has been assumed, on its basis, there could be the assumption of the Direct 
Assertion to the effect that ‘ such and such a portion of the mantra is to be used at 
the performance of such and such an act * thus then between the Context and the 
actual use of the mantra, there are three intervening steps to be assumed. — In the 
case of Syntactical Connection, on the other hand, the connection between the 
mantra- words and the Deity is directly perceived; — and (1) on the basis of this 
connection there is assumption of the Indicative Power in the mantra to indicate 
the deities concerned and (2) then follows the assumption of the Direct Assertion 
laying down the actual using of the mantra ; — so that in this case between Syntac* 
tical Connection and the actual using, there are only two intervening steps to be 
assumed.— It is in this sense that the ‘ objective ’ is ‘ remoter * in the case of 
Syntactical Connection than in that of Context. 
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ContexU it is nearer to the * chjectim *. Thus it is that Context is set aside by 
Syntactical Connection* 

(D) [\Context' is more atUhoritative than * Order'}, 

Question — “ What is the instance of conflict between Context and Order ? ’* 

Answer — ^There is the Rdjasuya sacriflce which consists of several 
(primary sacrifices) enjoined in a definite order ; — one of these is the 
Abhishechaniya sacrifice among the details of those sacrifices there is 
enjoined the Reciting of the story of Shunahshepa, which occupies the same 
{)lace in the order of sequence among the details which the Abhisechanlya 
does among the sacrifices. — Now if ‘ Context * is to be regarded as of higher 
authority, then the said Reciting of the story should be taken as forming 
part of all the sacrifices ; — on the other hand, if higher authority attaches 
to ‘ Order then it should form part of the Abhisechanlya sacrifice only. 
[The question thus is — of which sacrifice does the Reciting of the story form 
part ?] 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa ; — “ Both these 
means of knowledge (‘ Context ’ and ‘Order’) are of equal authority.— 
Why ? — Because we do not find any grounds for discriminating between, the 
two, whereby we could determine that this one is possessed of superior au- 
thority ; hence we conclude that both are of equal strength. — Further, wo 
have seen that ‘ Context ’ is rejected by ‘ Syntactical Connection it will then 
bo equally liable to be rejected by ‘ Order ’ .” 

Against this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — * Context * 
is superior to * Order ’. — ^Why ? — ‘ Because of the remoteness of the objective ’ 
(Su.). — “What is the remoteness of the objective in this case ? ” — Tn cases like 
the one under consideration the connection of the details with sacrifices 
would depend upon the ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ (between the texts enjoin- 
ing them) ; — now among a number of details mentioned in the same 
‘ Context *, — inasmuch as there is likely to be a ‘ need * of supplementing, 
— it may bo possible to syntactically connect a sacrifice even though com- 
plete in all its details, — with a further detail mentioned in close proximity to 
itself (in the same Context) but it is not equally possible to syntactically 
connect a sacrifice mentioned in a certain order of sequence with a detail 
that may be found to be mentioned (elsewhere) in the same order of se- 
quence. The ‘ Order ’ of a thing consists only in the particular position that it 
occupies among a number of things mentioned together ; so that it has to 
be admitted that when we connect a thing mentioned in a certain ‘ Order ’ 
with others mentioned along with it, simply on the basis of that proximity, 
— we do not really perceive any ‘need’ in the thing in question (for such 
connection). In the case of ‘ Context ’, on the other hand, such need 
(among the several details mentioned in the same Context) is directly per- 
ceived. — It is not possible for what is mentioned in the same ‘ Context * and 
what is mentioned in the same * order * to be syntactically connected 
with the sacrifice in question. — Thus it is that there is a conflict between 
the two (‘ Context ’ and ‘ Order ’).-— Now, in the case of ‘ Context the ‘ need ’ 
(for mutual connection) is directly perceptible ; and as such it can set aside 
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tho assumption of ‘ need ’ based upon ‘ Order which could only be inferred. 
[The process by which these means of knowledge function in the case, lead • 
ing up to the assumption of the necessary ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is as follows] — 
(1) There is the assumption of mutual ‘need’, — which leads to (2) the as- 
sumption of ‘ Syntiictical Connection*, — which leads to (3) the assumption 
of tho ‘ power to indic^ate — and this leads to (4) the assumption of ‘ Direct ’ 
Assertion*. Now this ‘objective*, ‘Direct Assertion’, is nearer to the 
‘ Context ’ than to the ‘ Order ’ [because in the case of ‘ Context ’ , the first 
step of ‘ need * is directly perceived, while in that of ‘ Order ’, tho recognition 
of ‘ need * involves an inferential process, which is less direct]. — For these 
reasons, as between ‘ Context ’ and ‘ Order ‘ Context ’ should be regarded 
as more authoritative. 

As regards the argument that “ having been set aside by ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ‘ Context ’ could be set aside by others also”, — this is not 
right; because what is proper is that what has been set aside (once) should 
be helped (by another), and not that it should be further set aside. 


(E) [‘ Order * is more authoritative than ‘ Name ’]. 

^ Question- is the example of conflict between ‘Order’ and 
‘ Name ’, — and which of tho two is more authoritative ? ” 

Answer — Under the section named * Pauroddshika' (‘Pertaining to the 
Cake’), — but in a place in the ‘order of sequence which is the same as 
that of the Sdnrmyya ’ (Curd- Butter), — we find tho mantra ‘ Shundhadhvam 
daivydya karmane^ (Taitti. Saih. 1. 1. 3. 1), laid down for the purposes of 
purification. — In regard to this, there arises the question — ‘ Name ’ 
being regarded as more authoritative, should the mantra be used for the 
purification of tho vessels containing the Caket — Or ‘ Order’ being regard- 
ed as more authoritative, should it be used for the purification of the vessels 
containing the Chird-Butter ? 

On this question, wo have the following Purvapaksa — “ The two means 
of knowledge are of equal authority. — Why ? — Because there is no difference 
between the two. — Or, we may regard ‘ Name ’ as tho more authoritative 
of the two ; as ‘ Order ’ has been found to bo liable to rejection by ‘ Context ’ 
also.” 

In answer to this, we have tho following Siddhdnla : — ‘ Order ’ is the 
more authoritative of the true. — ^Why ? — ‘ Because of the remoteness of the 
objective ’ (Su). — “ What is the remoteness of the objective in this case ? ” — (In the 
case of the use of a mantra being indicated by ‘ Order ’ ) what happens is 
that the ‘Syntactical Connection’ (of the mantra) with something (in the 
same context) having been recognised by means of ‘Context’, — if any parti- 
cular thing happens to be mentioned in proximity to it (i.e. in the same 
order of sequence), there follows the assumption of mutual ‘ need ’, which 
again leads to the assumption of ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ (of the nmntra) 
with that particular thing. — As for ‘ Name ’ on the other hand, it is only a 
secular (non-Vedic) term, and nothing secular can have any authority on 
matters like the one under consideration. — Consequently ‘ Order * should be 
regarded as more authoritative (than ‘ Name ’). 
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Ohjectio7i — ** If that is so, then what follows is that in matters like the 
one under discussion, the use of tnantraa is indicated by ‘ Order *, — not that 
‘ Order* is more authoritative because of the remoteness of the objective (in 
the case of ‘ Name ’) [which is the thesis desired to bo proved by the Sid- 
■dhdntd]. It is when two means of knowledge appertain to the same matter 
that there is a comparison between the two regarding their authoritative 
character ; in the way in which it has been argued, however, ‘ Name ’ is not 
a means of knowledge at all, because it is a secular word, and in the case of 
SL'cular words it is the person (the speaker) who is the authoritative source 
of knowledge. 

Reply — This does not affect the position at all. As a matter of fact, 
in the case in question the fact of the mantra being subsidiary to one 
thing or the other is not cognised through the authority of any Person ; what 
is cognised through the Person is the fact that the name ‘ Pauro^lshika ’ 
applies to this particular section of the Veda ; in reality, our sole source of in- 
formation consists in the Person (or Persons who, in the course of their reading, 
have given dehnite names to certain sections of the Veda) ; — just as 
such person or persons are the solo authority for such ideas as (a) ‘ this 
mantra is mentioned in the same order of sequence as the Sdnndya \ (h) 
' it occurs in such and such a Context ’, (c) ‘ it is thus syntactically connect- 
ed — (d) ‘ this is a Vedic term*. — These ideas do not pertain to matters be- 
yond the senses ; — hence trustworthy persons are the source of knowledge in 
regard to such matters ; it is only in matters beyond the senses that 
trustworthy persons are not the source of knowledge. [This is what is meant 
by our argument that * Name * is a secular word.] — So that ‘ Name ’ is a real 
means of knowledge ; and in so far as it is a means of knowledge, its auth- 
ority has to be examined. 

Says the Opponent — ‘*In that caso you have to explain the remoteness 
from the objective in the case of ‘ Name 

The remoteness from the objective is as follows ; — As a matter of fact, the 
definite connection of the mantra with the Sdnndyya is indicated by the 
fact of its occurring in the same ‘ Order ’ of sequence (as the Sdnndyya) ; but no 
such definite connection of the mantra is indicated by the ‘ Name ’ C pauro- 
ddshika* ; — all that happens is that when we find the term C pauroddshika") 
pronounced, we gather, from Presumption, that there must be some sort of 
connection (between the mantra and the Puroddsha). — ^Thus it is that, as 
before (in other cases), there is remoteness from the objective (in the case 
of ‘ Name’) ; and (for this reason) ‘ Name ’ is sot aside by ‘ Order *.♦ 


* What is meant is that in all cases the action of one man depends upon what 
ho has seen in other men ; nor do wo find the Veda making any such declarations 
as * this thing is mentioned in the same order of sequence as something else *, * this 
occurs in such and such a Context ’, and so forth it is only when men are recit- 
ing the Veda, that wo come to notice these facts ; — those readers themselves must 

have noticed the same facts when some other men had been reciting the Veda ; and 
so on and on, such noticing of the facts could be traced to time without beginning, 
and as such these facts would come to bo regarded as authoritative. Otherwise, from 
the point of view of the Veda alone, the ‘ Context ’ as well as ‘ Non -Context ’ (perse) 
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(F) [The setting aside is possible even for such cognUitms as have got 
at their objective,] 

Question (against the entire Adhikararm) — “When it is said that ‘this 
means of knowledge is set aside by that ’ and ‘ that by this ’ and so on, — 
that which is set aside, — is it one that has got at the objective of that which 
sets it aside ? [i.e. Is the rejected Prarmna one that has got at the same 
objective as the rejecting Pramdna ?] — ‘ What are you driving at ? ’ — Well, 
if the former has not got at the same objective, what would be set aside ? 
[as there would, in this case, be nothing to bo set aside — says the J^juvi- 
rnala] — ^If, on the other hand, it has got at the objective, then how could 
it be set aside ? 

Answer — The previous cognition is certainly one that has got at the 
objective of the subsequent rejecting cognition. — How so ? — Wo infer this 
from the fact that the general causal c^ency that brings about cognitions is 
present (in the case of the previous cognition also). — “ Then, how is it set 
aside ? *’ — It is not quite set aside ; what happens is that there follows another 
cognition to the effect that * this previous cognition is wrong *. — “ What 
would be the character of a cognition that is not-wrong ? ” — ^When, even 
upon pondering over it, it is found that the cognition is not followed by 
a contrary cognition sublating it, then that cognition is regarded to be 
not-wrmg, — It is on this principle that among the several means of know- 
ledge in the case in question — viz. (1) ‘Direct Assertion’, (2) ‘Indicative 
Power’, (3) ‘Syntactical Connection’, (4) * Context*, (5) ‘Order’ and (6) 

‘ Name’, — the one that precedes is more authoritative than what follows, 
because in the case of the cognition obtained through it, even pondering 
over it, it is found that there is no contrary cognition sublating it. — It is 
for this reason that when there is a collision — i.e, conflict — among these, the one 
that follows is weaker than what precedes, because of the remoteness of the 
objective. 

[The whole of this last discussion (F) has boon alternatively explained as 
having a wider scope and referring to all cases of the setting aside of one cognition 
by another. See Tantravartika — Trans., pp. 1217-1222] — Mandana Mishra, 
however, in his Anukramanika has treated this as a distinct Adhikarana, under Siitra 
14, just like the foregoing five Adhikaranas (A to E), 


would be equally without authority. — Then, inasmuch as the above facts will have 
been noticed by many persons, there could be no suspicion of their being defective 
through discrepancies in the perceptive faculty of any one person. — ^Thus then, it is 
clear that due authority does attach to * Name ’, as a means of knowledge; but. 
though it is so in certain places, yet in others, it is set aside whenever it is found 
to be more remote from its objective than other means of knowledge. — ITantravar- 
tika—TranB., p. 1216.] 



Adhikaba^a (8) : The number ‘ twelve ’ in connection 
with the ‘ Upasads ’ pertains to the ‘ Ahina ’ sacrifice. 

SUTRA (15). 


[Purvapak^a] — “ On account of the ‘ Context ttfe term 

‘ AHlNA ’ SHOULD UNDOUBTEDLY BE TAKEN IN THE 
SECONDARY (FIGURATIVE) SENSE.” 

Bhdsya. 


[Wo have dealt with cases of conflict between one moans of knowledge with the 
one that follows immediately after it, in the enumeration ; wo are now going to deal 
with cases of similar conflicts at random; and the present Adhikarana is going to 
deal with a case of conflict between * Direct Assertion ’ and ‘ Context ’ ; according to 
the Rjummald this a case of conflict between ‘Syntactical Connection’ and 

* Context I 

In the context of the Jyotiatoma sacrifice, wo find the text — ‘ Tisra eva 
sdhfmsya iipanadaht dvddasha ahlnaaya’ [‘There are three Upaaada at the 
Sdhna sacrifice and twelve at the Ahina ’J (Taitti. Saih. C. 2. 5. 1) — [‘ Sdhna ’ is 
a name for the Jyotiafonm, based on t he ground of its being completed in one 
day ; — ‘ Upnsada’* are the honia -offerings made during the time following the 
Initiation-day and before the day of the Sorna-exlracf ion ; — ‘ Ahina ’ is the 
name given to those sacrifices which consist of several repetitions of the 
Soma-sacrifico lasting for two, three or more days.l 

In connection with this text, there arises the question — Does the num- 
ber ‘twelve’ mentioned in connection with the Upasads pertain to the 
Jyotistoma or to the Ahina sacrifice ? 

On this question we have the following Punxipakm — “ The number 
should be taken as appertaining to the J yotisfonia . — Why ? — Ucrause of the 

* Context ’ ; — i.e. it is only when it is thus taken that the ‘ Context ’ is 
honoured. — “ But * Context ’ should be set aside by ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ 
(as the sentence * dvadasha ahmasya^ distinctly says that the number of 
Upasads is ‘ twelve ’ at the Ahina)'' — It is not sot aside. — ^Why ? — Because the 
term ‘ ahina ' literally means ‘ what is not hlna or i>oor’, — i.e. the sacrifice 
which is not poor, either in the point of sacrificial fee, or of sacrificial imple- 
ments. or of results; — and in this sense the Jyotistoyna itself would be Ahina 
(in the said figurative sense) [so that the said sentence also would connect 
the number ‘ twelve ’ with the Jyotistoma itself, and not with any other 
sacrifice of the name of ‘ Ahina ’].” 


30 
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SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — The number should be separated (from 
THE Context), because the word (‘ ahIna ’) in its 

PRIMARY SENSE HAS NO CONNECTION (WITH 

Jyotistoma). 

Bhdsya. 

The number ‘twelve* of the Upaaada ‘should be separated’ (from the 
Context) ; — why ? — hecxiuae there ia no connection with the Jyotiatoma. — “ Why 
should there be no connection (with the J 2 /o/?A/omo) ?” — Because it is clearly 
perceived that the number in question is syntactically connected with the 
Ahlna. — “ But the Jyotiatoma itself is *Ahlna * in the figurative sense.” — It will 
not bo right to take it in that sense ; so long as the primary sense is applicable 
there can be no justification for the word being taken in a figurative sense. — 
“ But the term ‘ ahlna ’ can be taken as a negative compound (meaning that 
which is not-hlna, not poor) ; and this will be a primary signification of the 
term.” — This is not possible, we reply ; for if the term ‘ ahlna ’ were a nega- 
tive compound, then it would have the accent on the first syllable ; as it 
is, however, it has the accent on the middle (second) syllable [See Fr7r- 
tika under Panini 6. 2. 2]. — From all this it follows that the indications of 
the ‘ Context ’ should be set aside and the number ‘ twelve ’ should be taken 
as appertaining to the Ahlna sacrifice. 

Further, we have the assertion also in the text itself, to the effect that ‘ at 
the Sdhna there are tliree Upasads, but there are twelve at the A hlna ’ ; — 
this assertion becomes explicable only if the Ahhm is a sacrifice different 
from the Sdhna (Jyotistoma) ; so that, the said assertion being there, the 
number ‘ twelve ’ must appertain to the Ahlna sacrifice. 


[KumSrila has taken exception to this presentation of the Adhikarana, and pro- 
posed a somewhat different presentation,— for which see Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 
1226-1227.] 



Adiiikaratja (9) : The two ^ Pratipads ’ are to be 
separated from the ‘ Context ’ and connected 
with ‘ Kuldya ’ and other sacrifices. 

SUTRA (17). 

WriAT IS CONNECTED WITH DUALITY AND PLURALITY (SHOULD 
BE SEPARATED FROM THE * CONTEXT ’), BECAUSE IT HAS 
BEEN ENJOINED (ELSEWHERE). 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the J yolistovn/ci^ wo read — * Yuvayn hi sthah svapati 
(Samaveda 2. 351) Hi dmyoryajatndnayoh pralipwlam hurydt (cf. Pahcha- 
vimshc^-Brahmaria 6. 10. 14) ; — Kte aargraminclavah (Samaveda 2. 180) iti 
bahubhyo yajamdnehhyah ’ (cf. Pahchaviihsha-Brahmana 6. 9. 13). [‘ Prali- 

pad ’ isitho name given to the verso that is recited before the singing of the 
Stotra-hymn ; tlie meaning of the texts therefore is that ‘ for two sacri- 
fjcers, the Pratipad should consist of tlio verse ‘ Yuvam hi sthah svapati 
etc.’, and for several sacrificers, the Pratipad sJiould consist of the •verse 
* Eta asrqramindavaht etc.’J 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Are the two Pratipads 
here laid down to be used at the Jyotislonia sacrifice itself ? — Or should they 
be separated from the Context and used at a sacrifice performed by two 
sacrificers, such as the Kuldya and the like — ^and at one performed by several 
sacrificers, such as the Dvirdtra and the like ? 

The coiKilusion {Siddhdnta) that suggests itself is that ‘ what is connected 
with duality and plurality ’ (i.e. what is spoken of in connection with two 
sacrificers and several sacrificers), not having any connection with tlio Jyotis- 
Lo)na (which has a single sacrificer), — the two Pratipads should be separated 
from the ‘ Context ' : because in connection with the Jyolistonia we do not 
find two' sacrificers mentioned, — as wo do in connection with the Kuldya, in 
regard to which the injunction is — ‘ The Kiny ami the Priest, desiring absorp- 
tion into God-head, should perform this Kuldya sacrifice’ (Jaimimya-Bra. 
2. 132). 

SUTRA (18). 

[PuRVAPAKSA — urged against the Siddhdnta stated in the 
foregoing Sutra] — “ They might find place (in the 
Jyotistoma), in the event of two or more 
sacrificers being engaged in it for 
SOME special purpose." 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If you hold the opinion that the two Pratipads 
should be separated from the ‘ Context*, — then, this cannot be right; as it 
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would mean the rejection of the authority ;Of the ‘ Context \ ‘ Let the Con- 
text bo rejected (it is only right that it should be rejected), on the ground that 
the Jyotistarmi has no connection with two or several sacrificers*. — Even 
though there may be no texts laying down two sacrificers for the Jyotistoma, 
it would be possible for two sacrificers to be there /or some special purpose ; for 
instance, there may be some act (connected with the Jyotistoyna) which the 
sacrihcer would be unable to accomplish singly by himself, and which he could 
accomplish with the help of an assistant ; as a matter of fact, when a man has 
to perform a sacrifice, he should perform it in any way he can do it ; con- 
sequently, it would be open to the sacrificor to take an assistant, even though 
this might involve the disobeying of certain injunctions (regarding the per- 
formance of certain acts by the sacrijicer himself ^ for instance). In this 
manner, the two Pratipads would remain within the Context. Consequently 
they should not be separated from the Context.’' 

SUTRA (19). 

[■Answer 1 — That cannot be; as the archetvfe is connected 

WITH ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘archetype’ in this case is the Jyolistomn; of this the accessor j' 
details have been all clearly laid down by the texts themselves, and none of 
it has got to bo deduced from the general maxim (that ‘ the Ketype is to be 
performed like the Archetype ’). — “ What if it is so ? ” — If it is so, then what 
is clearly laid down by the texts cannot bo rejected. In the case of ectypal 
sacrifices, on the other hand, as details would be deduced from the said 
general maxim, they would be merely hifei'red, and as such liable to re- 
jection. Then again, due significance is meant to be attached to the single- 
ness of the performer of the Jyotistoma, which, being thus directly asserted, 
could not bo set aside by mere Indicative Power, — Kveii in cases whore the 
performance of the Jyotistoimi is found to be laid down as compidsory, we 
find only a sintjle sacrificer spoken of; — o.g. in sucli texts ‘ Vasante vasanle 
jyotisd yajeta^ [whore *yajeta' is in the singular number |. From all this it 
follows that the two Pratipads in question should bo separated from the 
‘ Context 

Question — “ Why should not the text containing the terms in the Dual 
number (i.e. the first text ‘ Yuvarh hi sthah, etc.*) be taken as referring to 
the sacrificor’ s wife ? The two persons meant by the Dual number in the 
text ‘ yuvam hi sthah, etc.’ would thus be the sacrificer and his one wife ; and 
cases where the sacrificer has several wives would come under the second 
text ‘ l^te asrgramindavah, etc.’ — Just as the injunction of wearing silk — 

‘ ksaume vasandvagnim-ddadhlydtdm' (where we have the Dual number) [lias 
been taken as referring to the sacrificer and his wife, — in the same manner 
the injunction of using the Pratipads (which has the Dual or the Plural 
number) [may be taken as referring to the sacrificer and his one or several 
wives].” 

Answer — In the case of the injunction (of wearing silk), it is impossible 
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to take the direct primary meaning (of the Dual number, as referring to two 
male sacrificers ; as there is no performance of the Agnihotra laid down as to bo 
done by two sacrificers), and hence the word (with the Dual number) is taken 
in a figurative sense, whereby the word in the masculine gender (‘ vasdnau^) 
is taken as including a female member (the saorificer’s wife). In the case in 
question, on the other hand, the Dual number and the Plural number, in 
their direct signification, are found to be applicable to the sacrifices actually 
laid down as to be performed by two men and several men ; and hence there 
can be no justification for taking in an extended sense such expressions as 
‘ bahuhhyah yajamdnebhyah * (‘ for several sacrificers ’ ). As for the expression 
with the Dual niimhor,--^ dvayoryajarndriayoh' (* for two sacrificers’), — the 
explanation that has been suggested, — that the term is to be taken as an 
Ekashesa copulative compound made up of the terms ‘ Yajamdnah ’ (Mascu- 
line) and ‘ Yajamdnd ’ (Feminine), and as such standing for the two persons, 
the sacrificer and his wife — also takes the expression in a figurative (extend- 
ed) sense. 

Further fif, at all performances of the Jyotisloma, the Pratipads to be 
used were the two that we are considering — ^viz. : (a) ‘ Yumm hi slhah, etc.’ and 
(h) ‘ Etc nsrgramindamh, etc.’, on the ground that in every case the sacrificer 
would bo accompanied by ono or more wives, as suggested by the Purvapaksa 
theuj, there would bo no room for the Pratipad in the form of the mantra 
* Updsmai gdyatd narah etc.’ (Samaveda 2. 1-3) [which is the special Pratipad 
prescribed as the invarible concomitant of the Jyotistotna sacrifice]. 

From all this it bocom(33 established that the two Pratipads under 
discussion should be separated from the ‘ Context ’. 



Adhikaraija (10) : The ‘ Jaghanl \ ‘ Tail should not be 
separated from the Context. 

[Wo now ])roceed to consider casos which form exceptions to the principle of 
factors being removed from their Context. — Tantravartika. — It has been established 
that sentence (i.e. Syntactical Connection) is more authoritative than Context ; and we 
are now going to consider a case where the exact moaning of the sentence itsolf is 
doubtful. — Brhatl,^ 

SUTRA (20). 

[PCrvapaksa] — “The STaghanI ’ also (should be separated 
FROM THE Context) because it is a part.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darslia-purnatndaa, we road — ‘ Jdyhanyd patnih 
samydjayanti * — [* Jdghani ’ is the tail of the animal and the term ‘ patnl ’ 
here stands for tho action consisting of four oblations to the wives of the 
deities, which is, on that account, called ‘ Palnlsamyd ja \ * sacrifice to the 
wives’].- In regard to this there arises the question — Does this injunction 
pertain to the Darsha’purnarndsa-sncrificoii ? Or is it to bo separated from 
tho ‘ Context ’ and attached to the Pasha (dedicated to AyniSoma, at the 
Jyotisloina sacrifice) ? 

Question — “ On what grounds should it bo attached to the Darsha-purna- 
mdsa ? and on what grounds to the Pashu ? ” 

Answer — If the Palnlsaniydjas are taken as enjoined in reference to the 
* Jaghanl then the injunction in question should bo separated from the con- 
text. If, on tho other hand, the Jdghanl is taken as enjoined in reference to the 
Palnlsaniydjas, then tho injunction must remain in the context and be 
attached to tho Darsha-purnamdsa sacrifices. 

Tho Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ What is laid down in the In- 
junction should be removed from tho Context. — ‘ Why should it bo removed ? ’ 
“ Because as a matter of fact, the Palnlsaniydjas are enjoined (as a Sams- 
A;(7m, sanctification) in reference to tho Jaghanl. -How so ? Because the 
injunction of the Patnlsaniydjas is got at directly by means of tho words (of 
the text * Jdghanyd patnih saniydjayaniP ) \ while that of the Jdghanl (Tail) 
is got at through * Syntactical Connection’ ; and what is authoritative (as a 
moans of knowledge) is tho direct word, not ‘ Syntactical Connection ’. — ‘ But 
tho Palnlsaniydjas have been already enjoined (by another text)’. -True, 
they have been already enjoined ; but they are again enjoined (by tho text 
under discussion) in reference to tho Jdghanl (Tail), — the sense being that 
the Jdghanl is to be made connected with the Patnlsamydjas. Such being 
tho case, at the Darsha-purnairydsa, even if tho Patnlsamydjas were per- 
formed without tho Jdghanl, they would not bo defective; and yet the 
Jdghanl is brought up at it ; hence it follows that the Jdghanl is to be used 
at a sacrifice where it might serve some useful purpose ; and this is possible 
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at the i^a«/m-sacrifice, not at the Z^arsAa-pilryia^nasa-sacrifices. The Jaghani 
too being only a part (of the animal) could not justify the employment of 
the entire animal (and it could be taken out of the animal that has been 
killed and used elsewhere).— From all this it follows that the injunction 
should be taken out of the Context.” 

SOTRA (21). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality it is an injunction (of the Tail) ; 

AS it is the Tail that is somethinc new (not having 

BEEN ENJOINED ELSEWHERE). 

Bhdsya, 

In realitj'' it is the Jaghani^ Tail, that is enjoined by the text in ques- 
tion as an accessorj^ of the Patnlsamydjas. — Why ? — liecauae it is something 
new; tliat is to say, nowhere else has the Tail been prescribed as an acces- 
sory of the Patnlsamydjas. In another text (as has been pointed out 
above) though the Patnlsamydjas themselves have been enjoined, their con- 
nection with the T'ail has not been prescribed. As a matter of fact, when- 
ever the coimection between two things is enjoined, one of the two members 
connected is always such as has been enjoined elsewhere, and the connection 
comes in as its invariable concomitant. Or, we may take it that the injunc- 
tion is of the connection, and the members connected come in as invariable 
concomitants (of the Connection). So that, in a case where both members 
come in as mere indicatives of the Connection, it is the Connection that is 
enjoined directly by a word expressive of itself ; whereas in a case whore 
only one of the two members comes in as the indicative (of the Connection), 
what the injunction docs is to point to that indicative member and enjoin 
the other member ; — in tlio case in cpiestion it is the Patnlsamydjas that 
are pointed out as members indicative of the Connection. How do you 
know tliat ?”- Because of the presence of the term ‘ Patnl' ('wife’) in the 
name, — which term certainly could not be understood as indicating all sacri- 
fices (by reason of the presence of the tvife being necessary at all perform- 
ances) ; in fa(;t, it indicates only that sacrifice of which the wives are the 
direct means of accomplishment [and the Patnlsamydjas constitute such 
sacrifices]. 

Question — “Why cannot we take it the other way — i.e. it is the Tail 
that is pointed out as the member indicative of the connection, and it is the 
Patnlsamydjas that are enjoined ? ” 

Answer — The sacrifice spoken of in the text in question being something 
new (not already enjoined elsewhere), it is not possible for the ‘wives’ 
(alone) to be taken as enjoined in connection wdth that sacrifice;- and if 
the Tail w-ere pointed out (as the member indicative of the connection), if 
the text were taken as enjoining the sacrifice along with the ‘ wives then 
there would be syntactical split. As a matter of fact, the sacrifice along with 
the ‘ wives ’ (i.e. the Patnlsamydjas) is one that is already enjoined elsewhere ; 
and it is this sacrifice that is merely pointed out in the text in question (as 
the member indicative of the connection) ; it is for this reason that w^e 
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conclude that what the text in question does is to point to this sacrifice as 
the member indicative of the connection and to enjoin the Tail. 

As regards the argument that “ the injunction of the Tail could be ob- 
tained only through ‘ Syntactical Connection whereas that of the Faint- 
samyajas is obtained from ‘ Direct Assertion ” — it has been already ex- 
plained that it is not possible for the text in question to be taken as an in- 
junction of the sacrifice {Patnisamydja), because such an interpretation 
would involve a syntactical split. 

For these reasons, the text must be taken as enjoining the 2'ail. And 
such being the case, the performance of the Patnlsamydja sacrifice at the 
Darttha-purnamdsa itself would remain defective, without the Tail*, hence 
the TaiZ should not be removed from the Context (of the Darsfta-purnamdsa, 
where it happens to be enjoined). ^ 

SUTRA (22). 

“It is only a part”, — if this argument be Put forward 

[then tho answer would be as given in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin, above) that “ the Tail being 
only a part of the animal, it could not justify the use of the entire animal, — 
and hence the Tail should be removed from its Context — Now this 
argument has got to be refuted [and this is done in the following Sdtral. 

SUTRA (23). 

[Reply]. — Not so ; because the scripture does not lay down 
THE ‘ Tail ’ in connection with the Primary sacrifice 
(Darsha-pCrnamasa) itself. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ Tail ’ is not laid down in connection with the 
Primary Sacrifices of the Darsha-purnamdsa [it is laid down only in connection 
with the Patnlsamydjas, which are subsidiary to the Darsha-purna^ndsa'] ; so 
that the Patnlsamydja sacrifices would be performed with tho ‘ Tail ’ obtained 
from tho animal killed at the Pashu-sacrifice ; specially as all that is prescribed 
for the Patnlsamydjas is the ‘ Tail % without any qualifications ; so that when 
the Patnlsamydjas are being performed in connection with the Darsha-purna- 
mdsa, the ‘ Tail ’ could be obtained (if not from the body of the animal 
killed at the Pashu- sacrifice) even by purchase and such other means ; and 
hence there need be no removal of the ‘ Tail * (from the context of the 
Darsha‘purnamd8a).~-\¥ov the Patnlsamydjas, Butter also is found to be 
proscribed by another text as the material to be used; hence when the 
Patnlsamydja comes to be performed in connection with the Darsha- 
purnamdsa, one may use, at his option, either the Tail or the Butter]. 



Adhikaraija (11): The ‘ Cementing of the Slabs’ is to 
be done at the ‘ Ectypes ’ or ‘ Forms ’ of the Agnistoma. 

StJTRA (24). 

[Preliminary PCrvapaksa] — “The ‘Cementing* should be 

DONE AT THE ARCHETYPAL SACRIFICE ( JyOTISTOMA), 

BECAUSE, LIKE ‘ PURCHASE ITS USEFULNESS 
DOES NOT CEASE**. 

Bhdsya, 

[This is another instance of conflict between * Syntactical Connection ’ and 
•* Context *. — TantravartikaJ] 

In the section on Jyotiatotna, in connection with the two slabs used 
for pounding the Soma’shoots, wo read — ‘ Dlrghaaotnd santrdydd dhrtyai ’ (cf. 
Taitti. Saiii. 6, 2. 11. 3) [‘At the Dtrfjhasoma one should cement the slabs 
for securing proper support*]. — In regard to this, there arises the following 
question- -Ts this ‘ cementing’ to bo done at the Jyotistoma itself [the term 
‘ dlrff Jut soma ’ in this case being taken as standing for the Jyotistoma ], — or 
at those performances of the Soina-sacrifico which extend over a long 
period of time ? — [The TantraiHirtiJca sets forth five alternatives in this 
connection — (1) Is tho cementing to bo done at the main Jyotiafoma ^ — or 

(2) at that Jyotistoma which is performed by a tall (dlrgha) sacrificer ? — or 

(3) at the TJJcthya and such other ‘ forms’ of the Agnistoma which extend 
over longer periods of time than tho other ‘forms’ ? — or (4) at the Sattra 
and Ahlna sacrifices only, which extend over several days ? — or (5) at all 
sacrifices other than the Agnistoma ?] 

[Before taking up the consideration of the several alternatives, the first point 
to determine is whether or not the ‘Cementing’ is to be disjoined from the 
‘ Context * in which it is laid down. Because if it is decided that it cannot be 
taken away from the Context, then it will have to be done at the main JyotiHoma 
itself.] 

On this preliminary question, wo have tho following PurvapaJeaa (A) : 
“Inasmuch as tho usefulness of tho cementing * does not cexise^ (is not 
absent) in the main Jyotistormy— it should not be removed from the 
Context [i.o. it should be done at the main Jyotistomn itself]. — ‘But in 
connection with the main JyoUstoma, there is another declaration that the 
two slabs should not he cement&i: (Cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 11. 3 ; Mai.-Sam. 1. 10. 

13 .) ^The answer to this is that there should bo option, as in tho case of the 

‘Purchase’ (of Soma); that is to say, there are several things laid down 
(in Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 10. 1-2) as the price to be paid for the Sonui — such 
as ‘gold’, ‘cow* and so forth; and these are regarded as so many optional 
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alternatives ; in the same manner, in the case in question there should be 
option — so that the * cementing’ may or may not be done.” * 


SUTRA (25). 

[Preliminary Siddhanta] — In reality, there should be 

REMOVAL (of THE ‘ CEMENTING ’) FROM THE CONTEXT ; 

BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF A SPECIAL 
QUALIFICATION. 

Bhdsya, 

[In answer to the Preliminary Purvapalcsa (A), we have the following 
Prelim, inary Siddhdnta (A)] — The ‘(cementing* should, in reality, be 
removed from the Context ; as the text mentions a * special qualification ’ 
— viz. ‘The Cementing should bo done at the DlrghaSoma* (where the 
‘Soma’ has been qualified by the epithet * dlrqha\ ‘long-protracted’), 
and it is the Sattras that are ‘ long-protracted ’ in comparison with the 
Jyotiatotna [so that the ‘ Cementing ’ should have to bo done at the Sattras, 
and not at the Jyotistoma to which the Context belongs.] 

SUTRA (26). 

[Objection] — ‘‘The ‘special qualification’ may pertain 
TO THE Performer; as it is based upon him”. 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Opponent] — “The ‘Cementing’ should not be removed 
from the main Jyotistoma', thus would the ‘Context’ be honoured. — As 


* Kumnrila is not satisfied with this explanation of the example of ‘purchase’ 
cited in the Sutra, He supplies the following explanation The objection being 
that, since the main JyoiiHoma is finished in a short time, there shouhl bo no need 
for the cementing of the slabs, as there would not be much strain on them, — the 
answer is that even so, the Cementing will have its use, * like the Purchase ' ; that is 
to say, in the case of the Purchase of Soma, even though the purchase is duly 
effected by the payment of any one of the alternative prices prescribed, yet in 
actual practice, all these prescribed articles are given to the vendor, in strict 
accordance w’ith the scriptural text which lays down the giving of those in 
exchange for the Soma ; an<l though the payment of all these is not necessary, yet 
it is not entirely useless; as it serves the purpose of winning the good graces of 
the owner of the Soma, and the scriptures declare that groat prosperity accrues to 
the purchaser of the Soma if the purchase is effected to the entire satisfaction 
of the owner. In the same manner, in the case in question, even though the 
uncemented slabs would be quite sufficient for the puiposo of pounding the Soma 
for the main Jyotistoma, — yet, as we are cognisant of the fact that the cementing of 
the slabs brings prosperity, the cementing should be done ; and it would serve the 
useful purpose of bringing prosperity to the performer. — See Tantravartika — ^Trans., 
p. 1240. 
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for tho term * dirgha-soin-a* , this may be taken as pertaining to the per- 
former, — the Soma-sacrifice performed by a ‘tall’ {* dlrgha*) person being 
called ‘ IHrgha-Soma 


SUTRA (27). 

[Answer] — It must pertain to the Sacrifice : as otherwise 

THE COMMENDATION W^OULD BE TNEXPLICABDE. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the ‘cementing* should find place in the main 
Jyotistoma\ it should be done only at that Soma-sacrifice which is Jong- 
protracted, — the * dlrghatva' (length) pertaining to the sacrifice, not to the 
perfo7'mer. — Why ? — liecause ^otherwise the commendallon would he inexpli- 
cable* ; in the text in question, we have the commendatory term * dhrtyai* 
which means ‘ for the purpose of securing proper support What happens 
at the long-protracted Soma-sacrifice is that the Soma is pounded with 
stones over and over again; so that tht're is fear of the slabs on which 
So7na is pounded breaking under tho strain ; and hence in this case the 
‘ cementing ’ serves the purpose of making the slabs capable of ‘ supporting ’ 
the strain, — and thus tho commendatory term becomes applicable [which 
could not bo the case in the main Jyoti 8 fo 77 ia, where there are only three 
extractions of juicjo and hence tlio pounding is done only thrice]. — For this 
reason the * cementing ’ should be removed (from the ‘ context ’ of the 
Jyotistoma, and done at the long-protracted So 7 na-sncrifice). 

[The conclusions hitherto reached are — (1) That the ‘cementing’ is 7 i.ot to bo 
ilono at t\^Qnlain Jyotistoma in general, — ^nor (2) at the main JyotiMoma performed by 
a tall person. -Then the third alternative is taken up — viz. that it should be done 
at the other ‘ forms ’ of the JyotiHpma. Siltra (2S) objects to this view ; Sutra (29) 
answers these objections and sets forth the final Siddhanta - viz. that the ‘cement- 
ing ’ should be done at those ‘ forms ’ of the Jyotistoma which are long -protracted. 
It has to be noted that the Bhasya urges, in favour of this Siddhanta, the argu- 
ment that this preserves the connection of tho ‘Context’, as the ‘Forms’ are 
forms of the Jyotistoma, oxid the Context is of the Jyotistoma \ so that in this 
Siddhmita, there is no ‘removal’ of the Cementing from tho * Context’ of tho J^jo- 
iistoma. -ft has to be borne in mind that according to what follows under 9. 6. 41 - 
4.3, the other ‘ forms ’ of the Jyotistoma do not belong to the same ‘ (’ontext ’ as tho 
main Jyotistoma itself ; they are so many modifications of the Jyotistoma, and 
have distinct results of their own. —See Tantravarlika — Trans., p. 1243 and p. lo79. 

It may bo pointed out here that the Jyotistoma sacrifice is made up of seven 
‘ Safhsthas ’ or ‘ Forms ’ ,- of which the following four are tho more important 
ones- (1) The * Agiiistoma*, which ends with tho Yajndyajniya Hy7nn, (2) the 
*Ukthya\ ending with tho Ukthya Hymn, (3) the 'i$odashin\ and (4) the * Ati- 
rdtra \ — Of these the Agnistoma is the one most intimately related to the Jyotisto- 
ma ; as there can be no Jyotistoma without the Agnistoma ; while, even without 
the Ukthya and the other ‘forms’, the character of * Jyotistoma' remains intact. 
The ‘Context’ therefore belongs to the Jyotistoma in its Agnistoma form; and 
the other ‘ forms ’ are therefore out of that ‘ Context ’.] 
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SUTRA (28). 

[Final PObvapaksa] — “As regards the ‘(other) Forms’, [if the 

TERM ‘ DIRGHA-SOMA ’ WERE TAKEN AS STANDING FOR THESE], 
THERE WOULD BE NO PECULIARITY IN THE ‘SUPPORT’ 
required; JUST as there is NONE IN THE 
CASE OF THE TERM STANDING FOR THE 
PERFORMER [so that the com- 
mendatory term ‘ dhftyai ’ 
would remain 
inexplicable].” 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra should be taken as following after a few words. — What are 
these words ? — They are as follows — “ Why cannot the cementing find a place 
in the other Forma ? If it did» then the Context would be duly honoured, and 
the term ‘ dlrgha-aoma ’ also would become applicable, — ^because the ‘ Soma- 
sacrifice ’ is longer protracted at the Ukthya and other Forma than at the 
Agnistoma (which is the first and the inseparable Form of the Jyotiatoma).'* 

It is in answer to these words tliat we have the Sutra (28), which 
embodies the following PuriHxpakaa — “ Fvon though the Forma be long-pro- 
tracted, the commendatory term cannot be applicable to them ; because the 
quantity of Soma at those is the same (as that at the ordinary Jyotiafoma), 
— the injunction on this point being that ‘ one should measure out ten hand- 
Julia So that in the case of the other Forma also, there would be no more 
‘support* needed for the slabs than in that of the rJyotiatoma. For these 
reasons, the ‘ cementing ’ must be removed from the ‘ context ’ (and should 
not be done either at the main Jyotifftoma or at its other Forma),** 

SUTRA (29), 

[Final Siddhanta] — In fact, it should be done at the ‘Ukthya’ 

AND OTHER FORMS ; AS THE PURPOSE TO BE SERVED 
IS PRESENT IN THEIR CASE. 

Bhd§ya, 

It is not right that there should be ‘ removal’ of the ‘ cementing’ (from 
the Context); in fact, in consideration of the Context, there should bo no 
such ‘removal’. — As for the term ^ dlrgha-aoma* , this is quite applicable 
to the said Forma, because they extend over a long time. — As regards 
the quantity of Soma, that also is larger at these Terminuses than at the 
Agnistoma; because the number of offerings go on increasing at the said 
Forma, — and until there is an increase in the quantity of the substance 
offered, there can bo no increase in the number of offerings. — [It might 
be argued that the number of offerings might be increased by increasing 
the number of offering-cups, among whom the same small quantity of Soma 
might bo distributed; but] — The name * graha* (offering-cup) is applied 
to the cup only when it is full hence one could not take up for offering. 
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the cups that would be not full. Thus then there being a large quantity of 
Soma to be pounded, there would be fear of the slabs breaking, and hence 
the securing of proper ‘ support ’ becomes desirable ; and this renders the 
commendatory term * dhrtyai ’ quite explicable (and applicable). 

SUTRA (30). 

[Objection] — “There beinc no difperencb in the two cases, 

THE commendation WOULD BE MEANINGLESS IN BOTh”, — IF 
THIS IS URGED [then the answer would be as in 
the following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya, 

[Says the Opponent] — “If you hold the view that in the case of the 
other Formftf there being an increase in the quantity of the substance to 
bo offered, the commendatory word becomes quite applicable, — then our 
answer is that it is not so ; because even so, the commendation would be 
meaningless. — Why so ? — Hecause there would he no difference in the two cases, 
regarding the quantity of Soma ; that is to say, the quantity of Soma re- 
quired at the Uklhya and other Forms woidd be tho same as that at the 
Aynistoina; as at the Ukthya and other Forms also, on4^ ‘ton handfulls* of 
Soma would have to be secured. — ‘ But for special purposes, the quantity of 
tho 3ubstan('o to be offered would have to be increased.’ — Tho substance to 
be offered having been declared to be ‘ten handfulls’ how could that be 
increased ? For instance, in a cose where the number of parvas (joints) 
in the Somadwig has been fixed at three, it will not do for one to have a 
piece with a large number of joints. — Thus then, tho support required being 
tho same in both cases, the commendatory word remains inapplicable in tho 
case of the other Forms. Consequently, there should be ‘removal’ (of the 
‘ Cementing’ from the Cont ext).” 

SUTRA (31). 

[Answer] — [t would ke quite applicable, as there is no 
FIXITY* (IN the quantity PRKS(JRI HED). 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right to say that there should bo ‘removal’ (of the ‘Cement- 
ing’); because it could be done at the Forms (of the Jyotistoma), where- 
by the Context would be duly honoured. — As for the commendation, it 
would be quite applicable when the quantity of the offering- substance is 
increased in accordance with the needs of the situation. — As to hotv the 


* The term ‘ Anityalvat ’ has been translated in accordance with the inter- 
pretation of the Bhasya ; according to Kumftrila, who rejects this interpretation, 
the term stands for tho absence of restriction regarding the quantity of Soma, 
which is distinctly declared in such texts as ‘ Avishistan amshim abhyvMt ’. — See- 
TantravMika — ^Trans., p. 1245. 
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quantity could be increased (when the quantity has been fixed at ‘ten 
handfulls ’ of Soma-twigs, each of which should be three- jointed), — this could 
be done by taking up twigs in which the joints would be at longer intervals 
(so that the three-jointed twig in this case would make a much larger bulk 
than the same in the other case); — further, at the third * Extraction \ one 
piece of Sotna is pounded, — the exact size of this ‘ pieco * is nowhere laid 
down ; so that one could take up a piece which may have several joints 
or thicker joints, — whereby there would be an increase in the quantity 
of the offering-substance; and in this manner the commendation becomes 
quite applicable. — For these reasons it becomes established that the 
‘Cementing’ is to be done at the Forma (other than the Agniatoma) [i.e. 
at the Ukthya and other Forma of the Jyotiatomxi] ; [and as for ‘ removal ’ 
or ‘ non-removal ’, this would be a case of ‘ non-removal * if the ‘ Context * 
of the Forma is taken to be the same as that of the Jyotiatoma itself ; and 
it would be one of ‘ removal * if the ‘ Context ’ of those Forins is differ- 
ent from that of the Jyotiatoma — as has been proved to be the case under 
3. 6. 41-43]. 

[Kumarila finds fault with this form of the Siddhdnta; according to 
him the Siddhdnta should be that the Cementing should find a place,- • 
not only at the Ukthya and other Forms of the Jyotiatoma itself, — but at 
all Soma-aacrificea with the aingle exception of the Agniatoma, — See Tantra- 
mrtika — Trans., pp. 1245-1246.] 



Adhikarai^a (12) : The prohibition of the ‘ Pravargya ’ 
pertains to the first performance of the Jyotistoma, 

SUTRA (32). 

[POrvapak^a] — “ The text containing the numbricai. 

ADJECTIVE SHOULD PERTAIN TO THE SACRIFICE, 

BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT.” 

Bhdsya, 

Tn connection with the Jyotistoma, with reference to the Pravargya, 
we have the text — ‘ Na pratliainayajne pravrnjydt — dvitlye trtlye vd Xiravrn- 
One should not perform the Pravargya at the first sacrifice ; one 
should perform it at the second or third *]. 

[As a matter of fact, the Pravargya is laid down without reference to any 
particular sacrifice, — the injunction, * Y at pravargyam pravrfijyat*, standing by 
itself ; and it is only through the syntactical connection of such sentences as — 
•Purastddupaaaddni pravargyam charanti ’ [* Before the Upasada, they perform the 
Pravargya that it becomes connected with a sacrifice; and this Pravargya 
betakes itself to the JyotiHoma in accordance with Sutra 3. 6. 2 ; specially as it is 
only in connection with the JyotUtoma that the TJpasada are performed. It is in 
this sense that the Phdaya has spoken of the Pravargya as connected with the 
JyotiHoma, — Or, it may be that in the Kauaitaki Brdhmana, the injunction of the 
Pravargya found in the section on Jyotiatmia (S. 2), and the statement of the 
Bh^aya is based upon this.- -Tantravdrtika — ^Trans., p. 1247.- -The latter explanation 
is better ; for, if the Bhdsya — and the Sutra — had in mind that injunction of the 
Pravargya which is not found in the section on any sacrifice, then in the Sutra^ the 
Purvapakaa view could not have been based upon ‘ Context It is clear, therefore, 
that the Sutrakdra and the Bhdaynkdra both had the KausUakl Text in mind.] 

In regard to the said prohibition of Pravargya, there arises the question — 
Is the Pravargya to be omitted at all performances of the Jyot/stonia ? — Or, 
does the prohibition apply only to its first performance ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa ; — The prohibition 
pertains to the Jyotistptua absolutely (in all its performances). — Why ? — 
Because of the mention of the sacrifice; that is, the term *prathama ’ stands 
for the sacrifice of the Jyotistoma ; because that the nsune * prathama ’ (first) 
applies to the Jyotistoma is clear from the following text ‘ Baa vava j^rathamo 
yafnandm yat jyotistoniah, ya et^na ariistvd athdnyeria yajate etc. J?he first of 
sacrifices is the Jyotistoma, if one performs any other sacrifice without hav- 
ing performed this etc. etc.’]. Here we find that it is the Jyotistovna that is 
spoken of by the expression ‘ yajnaimm pratha^ruih ’ (‘ the first of sacrifices’ ). 
Thus, then, if the prohibition in question is taken as pertaining to this sacrifice 
{Jyotistoma), the * Context ’ becomes honoured. — For these reasons the pro- 
hibitive text containing the numerical adjective {* prathama*) should be 
taken as prohibiting the Pravargya at the Jyotistoma** 
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SUTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the numerical adjective is a rela- 
tive TERM, IN reference TO THE PERFORMER; BECAUSE THE 
Indicative Power of the term is actually 

DETERMINED BY THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not true that the prohibition pertains to the sacrifice (Jyotistoma ) ; 
because in all the four Vedas there is no mention of any sacrihco of the name of 
‘ Prathama-yajna' (‘first sacrifice’). What is * first* is the performance of 
a sacrifice, by a certain person ; the term ‘ first * applying to the performance, 
in relation to the second and subsequent performances ; and hence this term 
can pertain to the performance of a sacrifice, not to the sacrifice itself. Then 
again, that the term * first’ refers to the 2jerfo7*tnance of a sacrifice wo learn 
directly from the word, while the idea of its referring to the sacrifice can 
bo obtained only through the connection of the sacrifice with the perfor- 
mance; and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than Indirect Indica- 
tion. Hence the Pravargya is to be omitted at the first perforrnance (of 
the Jyotistoma). 

As for the argument that “ inasmuch as the phrase ‘ pratliamah ’ is in 
the same case as ‘ Jyotistoma ’ [in the text ‘ Bsa vdva pratJmmo yapVlndm yat 
jyotistoma h*], it must bo taken as denoting that sacrifice”, — this co-exten- 
siveness (apposition) between the two can be based only on indirect indica- 
tion; and this lias been already rejected (on the basis of Direct Assertion). 

Lastly, as for the argument that “ in the compound * prat hamayajiiah 
the term ‘ prathftma ’ is co- extensive with the term ‘ yajha ’ [and hence it 
must stand for the yajha, not for the performance] ”, — this does not mili- 
tate against our view, as the term ‘ yajha ’ is connotative of the yiiga, sacri^ 
ficial 2 >crformance, 



Adhikaeaija (13) : The grinding of * Pvmn\s share’ is to 
he done only at the Ectypal Sacrifices. 

SOTRA (34). 

The grindin(4 of ‘PHsan’s share* should be taken as pertain- 
ing TO THE Eotype; as it has not been enjoined in refer- 
ence TO the Archetype. 

Bhdsya. 

[Though this Adhikarana is on the samo lines as Adhikarana (11), yet it has 
been brought in here as serving to introduce the noxt two Adhikaranan bearing upon 
* Pilsan ’s share *. | 

In connection with the J)arshapurfMmdm, we have the text — ‘ Tasrmt 
pum prapistabhfJgah adatko hi sah ’ [‘ Therefore Pusan has his share ground, 
as he is toothless’] (of. Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 8 . 5). — In regard to this, there arises 
the c|uestion — Is this grinding of Pusan’s share to be done at the Archetype 
(the Darshfipurnarndsa) ? — Or at the .Ectype (some modification of the 
Darahapurtmmusa) ? 

The Purmpaksa view is that it should be done at the Archetype; — 
why ?- 7 -becauae of the Context. — It might be argued that Pusan has not 
been declared to bo the recipient deity of any offering at the Archetype. — 
As for that, the term ‘ Puaan ’ may be taken as denoting any one of the 
several deities to whom offerings are made at the Archetype. 

As against this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — The grinding of 
‘ Pusan’s share ’ can be enjoined only in connection with a sacrifice whore 
an offering is actually made to Pusan; — at the Archetype, Pusan is not 
a deity to whom an offering is made ;— hence the grinding has to be removed 
from the Context. — As regards the statement that “ the term 'puaan ’ may 
be taken as denoting any one of those to whom offerings are made at the 
Archetype”, — the word could be taken in this (indirect) sense, only if there 
were no deity to whom the name 'puaan"* applied directly. — “If the grind- 
ing is done at another sacrifice, then the Context would be discarded ’*. — Let 
it be discarded, when wliat discards it is Syntactical Connection (which is 
more authoritative than Context). 

In reality however, there can be no doubt on this point at all ; we may 
assert it as an established fact that the grinding of Puaan'a share should be 
done at the Ectype, not at the Archetype^ for the simple reason that Pusan 
has not been enjoined as a deity at the Archetype, 

" Why then should this well-eatahliahed fact be introduced here at all ? ” 

It is introduced here with a view to pave the way for the following 
discussion. 
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Adhikaraijta (14) : The * grinding of Pusan’s share’ 
can be done only when the material is ‘ Charu\ 
Cooked Rice. 

SUTRA (35). 

f l*ORVArAK.SA] — “Tina oeindino is to bk done to all offekino- 

MATERIALS ; AS TIIEEE IS NO DISTINCTION AMONO THEM.” 

Bhasya. 

It lias been asserted that * the grinding of Pumn^a share', laid down in 
the * Context ’ of the Archetype, should bo done at the Kctype. — Now there 
arises the question — Is the grinding to be done to (all olfcring-materials) — 
Rice, Animal-flesh and Cake ? — or to Rice only ? 

Th(3 Purvapakaa view is that it is to bo done to all — the Rice, the 
Animal-flesh and tho Cake ; — why ? — because there is no distinction am(mg 
them ; as thoro is no ground for discrimination, tho ‘ grinding ’ should be 
done to all tho oilering-materials. 

SUTRA (30). 

|Sll.)nH4 NTA] — In reality tue ‘orinding’ should be done 
TO THK Rice only; in the case of the Cake, 

IT IS IMPLIED BY ITS VERY NATURE; AND 
IN THE CASE OF AnIMAL-FLBSH, 

IT COULD NOT BE DONE 
TO IT, AS ITS VmV 
PURPOSE WOULD 
BE DEFEATED. 

Bhasya. 

The ‘ grinding of Pusan’s share ’ is to bo done to tho Rice only. — As re- 
gards th(3 Cake, tho grinding of tho corn is implied by its very nature, as un- 
less tho corn is ground (thoro could bo no flour and honco) no Cako could bo 
made ; therefore in connection with tho Cake, no injunction (of grinding) is 
necessary. — Tho grinding could not be done to tho Animahflesh \ for if the 
Heart and other limbs of tho animal’s body were ground down, then they 
would lose their shape. — “ What is the harm if they do ? ” — In that case, 
thoro could bo no ‘ slicing ’ of the Heart and other limbs, in accordance with 
tho injunction that ‘ one should slice tho Heart first, etc. etc ’. — (Taitti. Sam. 
6. 3. 10. 4.) — In tho samo manner tho other slicings also could not bo done. 
— “It is quite possible to make slicas out of the Heart that has been 
ground down”. — We say, no; it is tho particular shape, not the lump of 
flesh, to which tho name ' Heart ’ is applied ; as has been declared under the 
Sutra 1. 3. 33, whore it has been shown that * what is denoted by the word 
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is tho shapc \ — Even though it may bo possible to make out of tho ground 
flosh a lump having tho shape of tho Heart and other limbs, yet people would 
be bewildered regarding tho exact point at which the slicing should bo done. 
— From all this, tho injunction of ‘ grinding of Pusan’s share ’ should be 
taken as pertaining to tho Jiice only. 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection] — “The same may be said of the Rice also,” — if 
THIS IS URCED |thcn, the answer would bo as in the 
following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

[Says tho Opponent] — “ If your view is that ‘ the grinding could not 
be done to tho Animal-flesh because Us very purpose would he defeated ’ — 
then our answer is that the purpose would bo similarly defeated in tho case 
of Rice also ; as a matter of fact, the name ‘ Cliaru ’ is applied to tho rice 
when each grain is cooked and stands distinct frf)m the rest; if the rice 
were ground down, it would become either doughy or gruel or like oil-cake 
[and it would not be ‘ cooked rice ’].” 


[Xnswer] — No ; 


SUTRA (38). 

AS IT IS A NAME BASED UPON ‘BEING COOKED 

Bhdaya. 


Our answer to tho objection (put forward in Su. 37) is as follows: — 
It is true that the word ^ charu'" is af>plied to the rice when each grain 
is cooked and stands distinct from tho rest ; — as wo find in such assertions 
as * such charu is given in which each grain is cookixl and stands distinct 
from the rest ’ ; — ^but the use of tho name ‘ charu ’ is not based upon the 
fact of ‘ each grain being cooked and standing distinct from tho rest ’ ; 
if this fact of * each grain being cooked and standing distinct from tho rest ’ 
were tho basis of the use of tho name ‘ charu ’, then it could not bo applied 
to cooked rice- flour \ while as a matter of fact, the name is applied to 
cooked rice-flour. Therefore tho basis of the application of tho namo 
‘ charu ’ must consist in some factor that is common to both [cooked grains 
of rice and cooked rice-flour). — It is this common factor that is pointed out 
in tho Sutra ‘because it is a namo based upon being cooked'. The sense 
of the reply is that the purpose is not defeated in the case of grinding being 
done to tho charu ; — why ? — because it is a name based upon ‘ being cooked ’ ; 
i.e. tho name ‘ charu ’ is one that is based upon ‘ being cooked ’ ; so that 
what is connoted by the term ‘ cJharu ’ is that rice which has been cooked by 
internal heat and from which the water has not been ‘ strained ’ ; it is in this 
sense that people are found to apply the name ‘ charu * to cooked rice-flour 
as well as to tho rice cooked with grains standing apart. 

Tho use of this discussion as already indicated under tho two views, 
is this that according to the Purvapaksa, tho ‘ grinding’ is to bo done to the 
animal-flesh also, while according to the SiddhdnUi, it is to be done to 
tho cooked rice only. 



Adhikarai^a ( 15 ) : The grinding of ^ Pusan's share' is 
to he dmie only in cases where the offering is 
made to Pusan alone. 

SCtra (39). 

It should bb done only when there is a single deity ; 

AS IT IS mentioned IN CONNECTION WITH 
ONE (deity) only. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been ostablishod that ‘ tho grinding of Pumn^s share * should be 
done at the Retype, — and only to cooked rice. — Now there arises the question — 
Is the ffrinding to bo done only when tho substanoe is to be offered 
to tho single deity, Pusan ? Or also when the substance is to bo offered 
to two deities ? — “ What is an instance of an offering being mado to two 
deities ? ” — In the second Isti of the three offerings in the Rdjaauya sacrifice, 
we have the injunction * Sawm/xpaupie ekddashakajmU aindrdpausiMshcharu^ , 
shydvo daksii%d\ where we find mentioned the ^ aindrapausna charu\ i.e. 

' cooked rice dedicated to Indra-'Pumn \ wherein we have an instance of 
an offering to two deities. 

On this point, the apparently right view is that the grinding should bo 
done to only that substance which is meant for being offered to a single 
deity ; — why ? — because it is mentioned in connection with a single deity ; just as 
we found in tho case of the ‘quartering’ (of the cake dedicated to Agni 
alone)[ — vide above, 3. 1. 26-27 1. 

SUTRA (40). 

Also because oe the conflict of character involved. 

Bhdsya, 

In tho case of the substance to be offered to two deities, there would be 
a conflict of character ; (strictly according to tho injunction) the share of 
Pfisan would bo ground, not the shore of tho other deity ; so that if Pumn's 
portion would be ground, that of the other deity would have to be left 
un-ground ; and the cooking of tho whole would bo very uneven ; so that, 
as tho name ‘ charu' is based upon ‘ being cooked ’, there would be an incon- 
gruity in the application of this name to what has not been properly 
(evenly) cooked. — If then, people wore to grind the whole of the substance 
— the portion of Pusan as well as that of the other deity, — then there would 
be a confusion regarding their respective portions (which could not bo dis- 
tinguished from one another). — “ Whore would be the harm in that ? ” — The 
portion of one would become offered to tho other, and in this something 
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would be done which would not bo in strict accordance with the Voda. — For 
these reasons, the grinding should be done to only that substance which is 
meant to be offered to the single deity (PiiaanY 


SUTRA (41). 

[Says the PObvapaksin] — “In reality, it should be done to a 

SUBSTANCE MEANT FOR PuSAN COUPLED WITH A SECOND 
DEITY ; AS THE PRESENCE OF THAT DEITY IS TH E 
ONLY CONDITION LAID DOWN.” 


“ Wo find the grinding laid down on the ground of the substance being 
meant to bo offered to the particular deity in the text— ‘Pusan should 
have ground substance assigned as his share \ Even when the ‘grinding’ 
is done to the substance intended for being offered to two deities (Fumn 
coupled with another deity), the portion assigned to Pusan continues to be 
‘ of ground substance’. — Such is not the case with the Quartering of the Cake 
(which has been cited by the Siddhdntin as an analogical case) ; because the 
Quartering is laid down as to be done to the ‘ Agrwya cake’, where the nomi- 
nal ailix (*d1mk \ in the term ‘dgneya*) is such as can bo there only when 
the name of Agni appears singly, not when it is coupled with the name of 
another deity. — Similarly in the case of the term ‘ indrapita ’ (see 3. 2. 39-40), 
the compounding is with * indra ’ standing by itself, and not as coupled with 
the name of another deity. In the case in question on the other hand, the 
compound * prapistu-bhdgah^ (as qualifying ‘Putfan’) is a Bahuvrlhi com- 
pound (meaning ‘one whoso portion consists of ground grains’); — and 
this compounding is possible in the case of the component words being 
* capable ’ of being compounded ; so that there would bo no incongruity in 
the grinding of the substance meant for two deities [as oven so Fumn could 
continue to be ‘one whose portion consists of ground grains’]. — Because, 
whether the Rico is meant to be offered to Fumn only, or to Fumn along 
with another deity t — in either case — ‘ Piisan'a share ’ should be groimd.” 

SUTRA (42). 

[PffRVAPAKSA ARGUMENT CONTINUED] — AlSO BECAUSE WE FIND TEXTS 
INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ There are texts also, indicative of the same conclusion : For instance, 
in the text — ‘ Fumn is one whose share consists of ground grains, ae he is 
toothless" (Tai. Sam. 2. 6. 8. 6),— the commendatory expression (‘ ho is tooth- 
less’) indicates that the grindhvg is to be done on account of the connection 
with the particular deity (Pusan). — Similarly, there is the text — ‘ Saumd- 
pausiyim charum nirvapet nJemapistam pashukdmah ’ [‘One desiring cattle 
should offer half-ground charu to Soma-Fumn" — Mai. Sam. 2. 1. 6], which 
shows that the Rice is to be half -ground ; i.e. half of it is to be ground 
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and half loft unground, — whon it is meant for two deities; so that this 
text also indicates the fact that the grinding is to be done on account of 
tile connection of the particular deity (Puaan).^'* 

SUTRA (43). 

fFuiiVAPAKSA AROUMKNT CONCLUDED] — “ TlIEHE WOITLl) BE GIIINI)IN(? 

OF ALL, IF IT WERE AN INJUNCTION ; AS THE GRINDING 
WOULD BE SCRIPTURALLY AUTHORISED IN REFERENCE 
TO THAT ; AND FOR THE ‘ ChARU THERE 
WOULD BE NO GRINDING, AS THERE 
WOULD BE NO USE FOR IT.” 

Bhd^ya, 

“The Sutra is to bo taken as providing the answer to the question — 
‘why cannot the text ** Saumdpauaimm ckarum nirvapU rwmapistam'* be 
taken as an injunction by itself (laying down the half -grinding of a certain 
substance intended for the joint-deity Somn-Pusan; and not as simply 
indicating the fact of the grinding being dependent upon the comioction of 
a certain deity)?’ — The answer to this (provided in the Sutra) is as 
follows: — If this were an injunction, then it would enjoin, in reference to 
Sonia- Pusan only, the grinding of all the throe substances — Rice, Animal - 
flesh, and Cake;- -and then, if the sentence were taken as enjoining the 
connection of Soma-Puaan with the ‘Rice’, as also with the ‘ half -ground ’ 
character, — then there would be a syntactical split. Hence all that the 
injunction could be taken to mean would be that ‘ there should be half- 
grinding of whatever is meant for Soma-Pumn ’ ; so that what would be 
‘ scripturally authorised ’ would be the ‘ half -grinding ’ only with reference 
to Soma-Pumn [and this would mean tlie grinding of all the substances, 
Cako, Animal -flesh, and Rico, that might bo meant for Soma-Piisan]. — In 
fact, the sentence in question could bo taken as an injunction only (a) if 
in the case of the Cake, the grinding of all the grain needed for it wore 
taken as implied by the very nature of the cake itself, — and (h) if, on 
account of no useful purpose being served by it, the grinding were taken as 
not applicable to the Animal-flesh and the Rico: — and in that case the 
word *charu" in the sentence could not be taken as meant to signify its 
own moaning [i.e. it would bo meaningless], — If, on the other hand, the sen- 
tence is taken as a mere reference to the grinding (and not as an injunction 
of it), then there would be none of theso incongruities; and being a mere 
reference, the sentence can be taken as a more indicative (of the fact of the 
grinding being done on account of the conntxjtion with a particular deity). — 
‘ But in the case of tlic Animal-flesh, there could bo no grinding, for fear of 
the disappearance of the limbs (required)’. — Not so, we reply; no limbs 
would be destroyed in the case of half -grinding, as the offering could bo 
made out of the unground portion of the limb ; and after all the grinding is 
meant to serve only a transcendental (not a visible purpose). [So that the 
cutting out of the Heart and other limbs to bo offered could be done before 
the flesh is ground, — says Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1266.] ” 



DISCOURSE III, PA DA III, ADHIKAHANA (15). 


487 


SUTRA (44). 

[SlDDHANTIN ANSWERS] — In FACT, IT SHOULD BE DONE WHEN 
THERE IS ONLY ONE (DBITY) ; BECAUSE WHAT IS EN- 
JOINED IS A DETAIL APPERTAINING TO AN OBJECT ; 

AND, AS IN THE CASE OF InDRA-AgNI, IT 
COULD NOT APPERTAIN TO BOTH 

(Indra-Pusan) ; because it 

IS NOT ENJOINED AS SUCH. 

Bhdsya. 

The (jriinding can bo done only to the siibstanco rnoant for being oiYoro<i 
to a single <leity, Pumn, — and not to that intended for two deities, fmira- 
Pusan ; — why ? — because when it is said that ‘ a ground substance should be 
used as the portion of Pusan what is enjoined is not a characteristic of the 
deity, — but ‘ a detail appertaining to an object *. — “ What is tliat object ? ” — 
It is the sacrifice, — *‘How do you know that what is laid down is not a 
characteristic of the deity ? ** — Our answer to this is that there is no share 
(or portion) of the deity at all. — “ Why ? certainly what is olTered to a deity, 
becomes its portion^\ — What wo hold is that what is done in the case of a 
sacrifice is that the substance is offered (given away) with rehu’ence to the 
deity ; but by this mere offering^ the ownt'rship of tlie deity over the sub- 
stance does not become established ; because the ownership is establislied by 
the acceptance (by the recipient of the gift); — and there can bo no evidence 
to prove that the substance olTered has been accepted by the deity ; it is only 
when one accepts, takes up (bftajate), a certain thing that that thing becomes 
his portion (bhdga) ; — and the deity never takes up the substance olTered to 
it; — bonce there can bo no such thing ‘Pusan’s yjortion or share*. 

Even if the substance could somehow be regarded as the ‘portion* 
of the deity, —the ‘ grinding ’ could never bo something app(Ttaining to the 
deity; because, if it did not appertain to the sacrifice^ it would bo entirely 
useless. — “But being enjoined in a totally different Context, how could it 
be something appertaining to the Sacrifice ? ” — Our answer to this is that it 
would appertain to the sacrifice, on the strength of ‘ Syntactical Connec- 
tion'.- But in reality, we find the grinding laid down in connection with a 
deity, not in connection with a Sacriji('e'\ -Our answer to that is that it 
has already been pointed out that it cannot be connected with the deity, 

(1) because there is no such thing as the ‘portion’ (of the doity), and 

(2) because it would b(j (mtiroly useless (if it were connected witii the deity), 
— “ And yet it behoves you to explain how the grinding can bo connected 
with the Sacrifice — That we are going to explain: — ^^Pho substance that is 
offered (at a sacrifice) in reference to Pusan is what is called ‘I’usan’s 
portion’, — i.e. it is that substance in the ottering whereof the deity is 
Pumn ; — now when the offering is made to the joint deity Indra-Pusan, the 
doity of that offering is not ‘ Pusan ’ ; as the rice that is offered does not 
become subject to the ownership of ' Pusan" ; hence it follows that when 
the ottering is made to Indra-Pusan, there is no connection established 
between the Rice (ottered) and ‘ Pusan". It is only when Pu^an alone by 
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himself is the deity of the offering that what is dedicated to him may be- 
come his ‘ portion *. — “ Why so ? ** — Because it is a well-known fact that it is 
only when something is dedicated or made over to one that it becomes 
one’s ‘ portion *. — Thus, oven though Pusan would be helping the joint-deity 
‘ Indra-Pusan ’ by utterance of his name, — i.e. by reason of the presence of 
his name in the name of the joint deity, ho may be rendering some help to 
that joint deity, — yet what has been offered to the two deities (i.e. joint 
deity) does not become his (Pusan's) ‘portion’ ; for the simple reason that 
it has not been dedicated to him. — From all this it follows that the grinding 
is to be done to that Hico in the offering of which the deity is ‘ Pusan * 
(alone), and not to that in the offering whereof there are two deities. 

SOTRA (45). 

As FOR ‘toothlessness’, it is only a commendatory reason. 

Bhd^ya, 

Tt has been argued (under Sutra 42) that — “ the phrase ‘ because ho is 
toothless’ indicates that the grinding is something appertaining to the 
deity”. — But this phrase is ‘only a commendatory reason’, and as siich 
could be explained also on the basis of the Siddhdnta view. 

SUTRA (46). 

As FOB THE OTHER SENTENCE, IT WOULD BE AN INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsya, 

The other argument that has been urged (by the Purvapaksin, under 
Su. 42) is to the effect that — “the sentence * Saumapattsmirh charum 
nirvapet netnapis^7n' indicates that grinding is to be done in the case of 
the substance offered to two deities, and by declaring that half of the sub- 
stance is to be ground and the other half is to bo loft unground, it indicates 
the grinding to be something appertaining to the deity — Our answer to 
this is that, if such were the moaning of the sentence, then, — inasmuch as 
it would bo dealing with what has not boon enjoined elsewhere, — • it would 
be an Injunction ’. — “ But, if it were an injunction, then a single sentence 
would be injunctive of several things.” — The answer to this is that, if, 
according to one view, it becomes injunctive of several things, then that 
contingency could be avoided by accepting the other view ; and if there were 
no other view possible, then, with a view to save the sentence from be- 
coming useless, wo might even accept the view that it is injunctive of 
several things. 

Thus it becomes established that there is to bo no grinding of Rico 
meant for being offered to two deities. 


Thus ends Pdda Hi of Adhydya III, 



ADHYAYA III. 

pAda IV. 

ADHlKARAiiTA (1) : The, Declaration regarding ^nivlta^ 
is purely commendatory. 

SOTRA (1). 

[POrvapaksa (A)1 — “The ‘nivIta’ should be kkoarded (as 

enjoined) as an attribute ok the man ; BECAUSE THE TEXT 
SPEAKS OF MAN AS THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR.” 

Bhdsya, 

Til comioction with tho BaTnhu-Puriyiindsa, wo rood — * Nivitatn tnniiu- 
•stjfandm — Prdchlndvltam pltrndfn — (Jpavilam devrinum — JJpavyayale dcva- 
lak^uimeva tat kurute * [‘ Nimla is for inon, llie PrdcMndvVa for tlio 
Pitfs and tho Upavlla for colostial boings; w'hon ono adopts tho Upavlta 
form, hc3 woars tho mark of colostial boings’J (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 11. 1). 
— [Theso throo arc tho nairios given to tho tliroo modes of wearing tho uppijr 
cloth : — (1) When it is worn over tho nock, the two ends hanging along the 
two sides of tho nook, or tho chost, it is tho Nimta form ; (2) when it is 
worn over tho right shoulder and passes midor tho loft arm-pit, it is Prd- 
chlndmta ; (3) when it is worn over the loft shoulder and passes under tho 
right arm-pit, it is C/pain/a.] 

Now, ill regard to the clause ‘ NivUam manuaydridm ’ (‘ the Nimta is 
for men there arise tho following questions : — (aj Is this an injunction 
or a commendatory declaration ? [i.o. is it liiandatory or only com- 
mendatory ?] — (If) If it is an Injunction, is what is enjoined an attribuio of 
tho Man or of tho action (sacrifice) ? — and (c) Docs tho injimction apper- 
tain to those acts of men [such as tho Anvdhdryapachana and tho like— - 
Tantravdrtika} which are laid down in tho same context (of tho Darsha- 
PurxjMmdsa) or to those acts in which men are tho predominant factors 
[such as tho honouring of gvesta and tho like — Tantravartikal ? 

On theso questions, wo have the following Purvapakfa : — “ The clause 
in question is an injunction, and what is enjoined is an attribute of tho 
Man. — ^I£ the sentence is taken as an Injimction, then alone it can lay down 
somctliing not already known, and honco servo a useful purpose ; otherwise 
(if it is not taken as an Injunction), it remains a mere assertion, and hence 
useless. — If the sentence is an Injimction, then the attribute laid down in 
the sentence ‘ NibUam iinanusydndm ’ must belong to Man ; as tho declara- 
tion is ono in which man figures as predominant factor, — ‘ How do -you 
know this ? ’ — ^In the sentence, tho men are not enjoined ; — ^what is en- 
joined is the NivUa ‘ for men ’ ; as what is not enjoined cannot become an 
accessory to anything — if men also were taken as enjoined by the sentence, 
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then there would bo a 8yn tactical split. Hoiico it is coiicliidod that the 
Nivita (which is enjoined) is hcjlpful to man. — ‘From the Context it is clear 
that it is helpful to the Darsha-Purndmasa sacrifice.’ — ^Kut Syntactical Connec- 
tion is more authoritative than Context, Further, if Men were the sub- 
ordinate factor, then as case-terminations are meant to bo significant, 
the term denoting men would have taken the instrumental ending ; as a 
matter of fact, however, we find the Genitive ending (in the word ‘ manu- 
aydfjMm), wliich denotes relationship. In fact, if the men wore the sub- 
ordinate factor, then, it would not be necessary to mention the men at all ; 
as, naturally, wliat had to bo done could bo done by men only ; if, on the 
other liand, Men form the predominant factor, then it is necessary to men- 
tion them.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[Objection to the PCkvapaksa] — ^The sentence should be 

TAKEN AS MEBELY DESCRIPTIVE, AS THE THING (NIVITA) 

EXISTS ALREADY. 

Bhdsya, 

‘ Apadeaha * shinds for what is already known ; the sense of the argument 
is that the sentence in question cannot be taken as an In junction, it is 
purely descriptive ; — ^why ? — because the thing exists already : that is to 
say, it is already known tluit Nivita is the mode for men ; in fact, as a rule, 
men adopt the nimla form for tlieir own use. Hence the senteixee must 
be taken as merely descriptive. 

SUTRA (3). 

[PORVAPAKSIN’S answer TO THE OBJECTION] — “ BUT IN REALITY, 

IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION ; AS IT LAYS DOWN 
SOMETHING NOT ALREADY KNOWN.'’ 

Bhdsya, 

“ The staitence must bo an Injunction ; as it is only as an Injunction 
that it can serve a useful purpose ; otherwise it would be a mere asser- 
tion, and hence useless. Then again, a sentence is to be regarded as des- 
criptive (July when it speaks of something already known ; the sentence in 
question however lays down smmthing not already knoum, — viz. : tliat ‘ men 
must alv^aya wear the upper cloth in the Nivita form 

SUTRA (4). 

[PORVAPAK^A (B) — REJECTING PfjRVAPAKSA (A)J — “INASMUCH 
AS IT IS MENTIONED IN A CONTEXT ABOUNDING IN THE 
MENTION OK PROPERTIES OF ACTIONS, — THE ‘ NiVlTA ’ 

ALSO SHOULD BE REGARDED AS A PROPERTY 

OF ACTIONS.7 

Bhd§ya, 


“ We accept the proposition that the sentence is an Injunction; but we 
do not accept the proposition that Nivita is an attribute of Man ; — ^in fact it 
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must be the property ‘ of the Sacrifice, as is indicated by the Context ; it is 
mentioned among many such properties as belong to Actions; hence it 
must bo a property of Actions.” 


SUTRA (5). 

“Also because of the closing words of the sentence.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The closing word with which the sentence ‘ Nivltam tnaniAsyandm * 
ends is the name ‘ wlhvaryavam * (‘ Porttiining to, done by, the Adhvar3ai 
Priest’) ; and it is only if the NivUa is an accessory of the Darsha-Furnamdsa 
sacriflee that it could be ‘ done by the Adhvaryu Priest ’ ; and it is only thus 
that the indication of the Name would bo honoured.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Pubvapaksa (C), slightly modifying (B)] — “ It must be con- 
nected WITH THE Context ; as such connection would in- 
volve no incongruity.” 

Bhdsya, 

Objection against the Purmpakm (B) — ‘ From Context and from Name^ 
the Nivita appears to be a property of actions ; and from SynUiclical Con- 
nection it appears to bo an attribute of man ; hence (Syntactical Connection 
beifig more authoritative tliari Context and Name), the Nivita should be 
remov(xi from its context (and connected with Man) ’. 

“ Not so, wo reply, l^ven while retaining its place in the Context, 
the NivUa may bo taken as appertaining predominantly to Man. — How so ? — • 
It would find place in that act — of Anvdhdryapachamiy for instance, — which, 
while forming part of the Darsha-Purmim4isa sacrifice, is conncjctt^d chiefly 
with Man; and in this way both ‘Context’ and ‘Syntactical Connection’ 
would become honoured.” 

SUTRA (7). 

[PORVAPAKSA (D) — MODIFYING (C)J — “ Tt MUST APPERTAIN TO AN 
ACTION WHEREIN MaN IS THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR; BE- 
CAUSE ITS MENTION IS SIMILAR (TO THAT OF THE OTHER 
MODES OF WEARING THE CLOTH, ‘ UPAVlTA ETC.) ; 

AND THE OTHER FACTOR (‘ MeN ’) IS MENTIONED 
FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONNECTING WITH 

THE NiVITA.” 

Bhdsya, 

“It is not right that the Nivita should find a place in the Context ; in 
fact, it should be adopted at- that act in which man is the predominant 
factor, — ^such as the act of Honouring the Guest. — Why so ? — Uecxiuse its 
mention is similar to that of the vi,her modes ; i.o. all the tliroe modes are 
mentioned as being similar ; so that (1) when it is said that * Upavita is for 
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celestial beings *, what is enjoined is that the Upavlta is to bo adopted at the 
Darsha-Punyznidaa (at which the deities form the predominant factor), — (2) 
when it is said that ^ Prdchindvlta is for Pitrs', what is enjoined is that the 
Prdchindinta is to be adopted at the action whereat the Pitra form the pre- 
dominant factor; similarly (3) when it is said that ^NivUa is for men’, what 
is enjoined independently of the Context is that the Nivita is to be adopted 
at the act of Honouring the Guest. — ‘ Plow do you get the idea that it enjoins 
the Nivita as to be adopted at the act whereat Man forms the predominant 
factor ? ’ — We gather this from the connection of ‘ nivita * with the word 
‘ manu^dndm \ which has the Genitive ending. — ‘ In that case the Nivita 
should belong to the men themaelves, not to an action whereat man is the 
predominant factor.* — ^If it were taken as belonging to the men thoinselvos, 
then it would be necessary to assume a result (following from such connec- 
tion of Nivita with men) ; when, on the other hand, it is taken as appertain- 
ing to the action whereat man is the predominant factor, the Genitive 
ending will remain, which will bring about the necessary connection (be- 
tween the Nivita and Man), and yet it would not bo necessary to assume a 
result (as the result of the action would be there already]. This is what 
has boon explained under Sutra ^ SamJeau, vdkyahhedah aijdt* (2. 1. 47). — 
‘ Havdng become syntactically connected with the action whereat Man is 
the predominant factor, the Nivita would again become similarly connected 
with the Daraha-PurfjMtndaa to which the Context belongs.* — Two connections 
cannot bo enjoined by ono sentence ; for, if it did, there would be syntactical 
split. In fact, inasmuch as ‘ the other factor * — i.e. the mention of ‘ men * — 
is for the purpose of connecting with Nivita, — the connection of the Nivita 
with ‘ men * would be established directly by the words of the text, and 
when this connection would bo found to servo a useful purpose, there would 
be no occasion for connecting it with the sacrifice of the ‘ Context ’ (i.e. 
the Daraha-Purmimdaa). — Kor these reasons, the indication of the ‘ Context * 
should be set aside and the Nivita should be adopted at the act of Honouring 
Oveata.** 


SCTRA (8). 

|8ii)dhanta] — In reality, the sentence should be taken as 

A COMMENDATORY DECLARATION ; BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not true tliat tho sentence in question is an Injunction, and that 
Injunction pertains to an action whereat Man is the predominant factor. 
What is asserted in the term ‘ manuaydwxm * is connection wit\ men, not 
connection with an action at which Man is the predominant factor ; if it 
were connected with an action at which Man is the predominant 
factor, it would be nocjossary to assume a result ; — and lastly, if it wore 
connected with the act of Honouring Gueata, it would be connected with an 
act which ia not mentioned, which has nothing to do with the Context, and 
which can only be inferred. — “ What would bo tho harm in that ? ** — ^The 
harm would bo tliat the sentence in question, even though quite capable 
of being taken in connection with tho Context, would be removed from it. — • 
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" How would it be capable of being taken in connection with the Context ? *’ 
— It could be so taken, as connected with the Context, because it is a com- 
mendatory declarcUion, and as commending what appears in the Context, 
it would remain within the CorUext itself ; while if it were taken as an In- 
junction^ it would have to be removed from the Context , — From all those 
we conclude that the sentence is not an injunction of something in con- 
nection with an act at which Man is the predominant factor. 


SfJTRA (9). 

Also because it is syntactically connected with an 
Injunction. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also, the sentence ‘ NivUtam manumjanam. ’ 
cannot be taken as an injunction. — “ For what reason ? ” — Became H i>8 
ftynlariicnUy connected with an Injunction : The sentence ‘ Ujiavynyaie deva- 
taJcemaineva tat kurute' [which follows the sentence ^ Nivltam. mnnmydndm^] 
is an Injunction ; and with this Injunction, the sentence in question is syn- 
tactically connected ; under the circumstances, if the sentence in question 
also were an injunction, then there would be a syntactical sf)lit ; because there 
can be no syntactical connection between one Injunction and another In- 
junction, as the verbal ex]jrossions are different; consequently (if the sentence 
in question wore taken as an injunction) the indication of syntactical con- 
nection would bocoino sot aside. — “ What is ‘ the indication of a syntactical 
connection ’ ? ” — ^Tho indication of tho syntactical connection is that the 
sc 3 ntence ‘ Nivitam manusyandm ’ is a declaration of what is already known 
(from other sources). — Why then sliould there be a declaration of wliat is 
already known ? ” — For tho purpose of commending the Upavita form. — 
“ In what way is the UjpavUa commended (by the sentence ‘ NivUtam manu- 
’) ? ” — Tho idea meant to be convoyed is that ‘ tho Nimta form is 
not fit to bo adopted at the Dareha-Purtuinmsa^ which is a sacrifice offered to 
the deities , — became it belongs to men , — similarly the Pruchinnvlta form also 
is for the Pitrs, and not fit for an offering to tho deities, — it is the Upainta 
which is fit for that offering, — hence tho Upavita-iorm should be adopted 
(at the? Darsha-Punmmdsa sacrifice).’ Just as wo find in the case of .such 
assc^rtions as — ‘ The dress that this man is wearing is the dn^ss of dancers, — 
tho dress that Oevadatta is wearing is the dross of Brahmanas ’ — where, 
for the purpose of commending Dovadatta’s dress, the other dress (that of 
dancers) is mentioned. Similarly in the case in question, for tho purpose of 
commending the UpaiMa-foTin, the Nivita has been mentioned. — There is 
no .such injunctive word in the sentence as that ‘ the Nmta should be adopted 

for men.’ “ But there is the text laying down the method of Honouring 

a^nestsy—and this would be tho injunction laying down that tho Nivita should 

he adopted,^" Not so ; no such assumption would bo justified when tho sentence 

is capable of being taken as serving tho purpose of commending a certain 
act because such an injunction is not perceptible, — it could therefore be 
assumed only with a view to avoiding the contingency of the sentence in 



494 


SHABABA-BHl.^YA : 


question becoming entirely useless; — ^when, however, this uselessness has 
become avoided (by other means), there can bo no justification for assuming 
anything at all. For these reasons, the sentence in question must bo taken 
as a commendatory de(;laration ; and thereby the Context, becoming recon- 
ciled with Syntactical Connection, comes to servo a most useful purpose. 

[Dotwoon Sutras 9 and 10, there are six Sutras, embodying four Adhikaranas, 
which have not been noticed in the Bhd^a, nor by Mandana Mishra in his Mimdm- 
adnukramanl, nor in Bfhatt or Bjuvimald. — On this omission tho following remarks 
by Kumarila (TarUravdrtika, Trans., p. 1276) are instructive ; — * After this (Sii. 
9) there follow six Sutras which wo do not find treated in tho Bhd^a ; and there is 
a difference of opinion among tho commentators regarding this omission. Some 
people say that the Bhd^dkdra forgot them ; others say that ho wrote comment- 
aries upon those Sutras also, but this portion of tho Blmaya has become lost to 
us ; some say ho found them easy and not of much importance, and hence omitted 
them ; while others declare that he omitted them because they are not Jaimini’s 
Sutras at all. — In support of this last theory wo have tho form of Sutra (10) dealt 
with in tho Bhda-ya — ^ Digvibhdgashcha, etc' — which distinctly shows that in Jai- 
mini's Sutra-text, this Sutra (10) must follow immediately after Sutra (9) (‘ V id hind- 
chaikavdkyatvdt'). — We find however that all other commentators, from Kumarila 
downwards, on tho Sutras have dealt with these six iSufrew.] 



Adhikaraija (2) : The distribution of the directions is a 
commendatory declaration. 

SUTRA (10). 

The distribution of the directions also should be treated 

LIKE THE FOREOOINO ; SPECIALLY AS ITS CONNECTION IS 
FOR A DEFINITE PURPOSE. 

Bhd^a. 

In connection with the Jyothtoma, wo road — ‘ Prdchim devd ahhajanta, 
dakaindm pitarah, pratichlm manuayahy 'tMichtmasurdh [or, according to 
others, ‘ vdichim rudrdh] * Celestial beings took over the East, the Pitrs 
the South, human beings the West, and Asiiras (or according to othcrrs, the 
Rudras) the North ’]. (Taitti. Sam. C. 1. 1. J.) 

In regard to the sentence ‘ Pratichim mnnuayah,' there arises the qiiestion 
— (a) Is this sentence an injunction or a declaration ? — (6) If it is an Injunc- 
tion, does it enjoin an attribute of Man or a property of Action ?- -Or (c) 
Is what is enjoimid to find a place in the Context in which it occurs, or in 
some such act, in tho Context, in wliich Man is the predominant factor, or 
in the act of tho Honouring of Guests ? 

Tho apparent conclusion on those qiiostions is that ‘ this dwtribution of 
t/ie directions should he treated like the foregoiruj, specially as its connection is 
for a definite purpose ’ (SiUra), That is to say, the distribution of tho direc- 
tions that wo find in tho sontenco in question should bo treated like tho 
sentence speaking of ‘ Nimta ’ (dealt wnth- in tho foregoing AdiPikararyi ) ; 
so that tho view that we had ns ‘ Purvapaksa * in regard to JV/vito should 
bo the Purvapaksa here, — the view that was the ‘ middle view * (a com- 
promise) in the former case should be the ‘ middle view * here, — and tho view 
that was the Siddhdnta in that case should be the SiddhdrUa hero also. — For 
instance, the Purvapaksa (A) in tho present case would bo that — “ Tho 
sontenco should be regarded as an injunction, as it serves a useful purpose, 

and what is enjoined is an attribute of Man; tho idea expressed being 

that men facing the west or tho north liavo tho sun behind them and hence 
are able to perform the acts more comfortably.” — The Purvapak^ (B) 
would bo that — “ It is an injunction and what is enjoined should, in con- 
sideration of the Context, bo taken as a property of the Jyotistoma, and in 
consideration of the Context and. Syntactical Connection, it should find a place 
at that act which forms part of tho Jyotistoma and at which Man is tho pre- 
dominant factor,— such, for instance, as the act of giving the sacrificial foe.” 
—Purvapaksa (C) would bo that—” The sentences being distinct from one 
another, what is enjointxl should find place in tho act of Honouring Ouesisr 

SiMhdnla is that, in consideration of the Context, tho sontc^nccj is 

to bo taken as a commendatory declaration, as it is manifest that it is 
syntactically connectod (and is to bo taken along) with the injunction of 
‘ making the Prdchlnavamsha chamber . 



Adhikaba^a (3) : The expressions ‘ Parusi ditam ’ and 
the rest are commendatory declarations. 

SUTRA (11). 

The same is the case with the expressions — ( a) ‘ PABugi dita 

( b ) ‘ POBNA (c) ‘ OHItTA AND { d ) ' VIDAQDHA 


(o) In connection with the Daraha-Punfamasa, we read — ‘ Yat paruai.- 
ditam tad devdndm, yadantard tanrruinvfydndmy yat aamulam tat piirrndm ’ 
(Taitii. Bra. 1. 6. 8. 6) [‘ That which is cut at tho joints is for celestial 
beings, that which is cut in the middle is for men, that cut at the root 
is for Pitrs ’] ; also (d) ‘ Yo vidogdhah sa nairrtah, yo^shrtah aa ravdrah, 
yah shftah sa sa^svatyah, tasmddavidahatd shrapayitavyam sadlvatvdya ’ 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 4) [‘ What is burnt is for tho Nirrts, what is uncooked 
is for Kudra, what is cooked is for celestial beings, etc.’] ; — and (b) in connec- 
tion with the Jyotistoma, wo road — ‘ Yat purnam tat manuaydndm upari 
ardho devdndm, ardhah pitrfndm^ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 8. 4) [‘What is full is 
for men, what is above half for celestial beings, and half for Pitrs ’] ; — 
and again (c) ‘ Qhfiam devdndm, mastu pitrrndm, nispakvam rmriusydndm ’ 
(Taitti. Sam, 6. 1. 1. 4) [‘Clarified butter is for celestial beings, the ciird- 
gruol is for the PUrs, and the melted butter is for men ’]. 

In regard to the sentences speaking of man, and tho one that refers to 
Riudra, there arise the following questions : — Are these injunctions — and of 
properties of men ? Or are they commendatory declarations, and what are 
spoken of are properties of actions ? — And further, should these find place in 
that action mentioned in the context at which Man or Bvdra is tho prti- 
dominant factor ? Or at the action of Honouring Quests ? Or is it all a 
purely commendatory declaration ? 

The apparent conclusion is that tho case of all these is analogous to what 
has gone before (in the case of Nivita) ; that is, the view that was Purvajxiksa 
in connection with Nivita is tho Purvapaksa here also ; that which was the 
‘ middle view ’ there is tho ‘ middle view ’ hero also ; and that which was 
tho Siddhdnta there is the Siddhdnta here also. — For instance, here also, the 
Punxipaksa view is that — “ tho sentences should bo taken as injunctions, 
because in this way they serve a useful purpose ; and what are enjoined 
should bo regarded as attributes of Mon, because they are connected with men”; 
— and the final conclusion is that what are spoken of, being already known 
by implication, tho sentences should be taken as commendatory declarations ; 
these are known by implication, because — (a) as there would bo no de- 
finiteness regarding tho cutting to bo done at the top or at tho root, it would 
bo easier to cut at the joints [hence the propriety of tho cutting being done 
at the joints, which is regarded by tho Purvapaksin as what is enjoined, is 
already got at by implication] ; — (b) similarly, what is uncooked causes 
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illness, hence it is ‘ raudra \ terrible [this implies the propriety of proper 
cooking^ which is regarded by the Purvapakain as the object of Injunction] ; 
— (c) similarly, what is fvU is soft, and hence it is easier to deal with it 
[this implies the propriety of having ftUneaa, which is regarded by the Pt7n>a- 
pakain as the object of Injunction] ; — (d) similarly, if Butter is put on the 
head, it is very pleasing to men [this implies th(> propriety of using Butter, 
which is regarded by the Purvapakain as the object of injunction], — Similarly, 
the Purvapakaa view is that “ the sentences are injunctions, and wduit are 
enjoined should be taken as properties of action (mentioned in the context 
itself), because of ‘ Name ’ and also because most of the details spoken of pertain 
to action ” ; — anoth(3r Purvapakaa is that, “ in consideration of the Context 
and Syrdactical ConneMion^ the properties should bo takc^n as pertaining to 
only such actions as the Anvdhdrya-cooking and the giving of the sacrificial 
fee (at which Man is the predominant factor) ” ; — the third Purvapakaa is 
that — “ the properties must pertain to the act of l/onouring Guests, as other- 
wise there would be syntactical split”; — ^Jind the Siddhmvta. view is that the 
sentences should bo taken as commendatory declarations, becaus^^ of the 
‘ context ’ and because they are connected with other Injunctions ; —these 
injunctions being— (a) ‘ The cutting should be done at the joint ’ (Taitti. 
Ham. 6. 1. 1. 5), (6) ‘One should hold it above the hole,’ (c) ‘One should 
besmear the body with fresh butter,* and (d) ‘ One should cook the sub- 
stance without burning it ’ ('Paitti. 8am. 2. 6. 3. 4). — From all this it follows 
that the sentences in question are commendatory declarations, not Injunc- 
tions. 



ADHlKARAt^A (4) : The Prohibition of ‘ Telling Lies * 
is a detail pertaining to the Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (12). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA] — “ The negative act appertains to the sacrifice, 

AND THE SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A REFERENCE TO A 
PERMANENT INJUNCTION, BECAUSE IT IS RELATED TO 
SUCH AN INJUNCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, wo moot with the text — 

‘ Ndnrtam vadet ’ [‘ One? should not toll n lie *1 (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. />. 6). 

In regard to this there arises the question — Does this prohibition (of 
Lying) apply to the context of what is done in connection with the Darsha- 
Purnmndaa ? Or, is it the prohibition of an act to which ordinary man is 
mostly prone, and is addressed to man and hence appertains to him ? 

On this point we have the following Purvapakaa — “ It should be regarded 
as appertaining to man (in his ordinary life) ; as the prohibition is addressed 
to the man, not to the Darsha-Puriyimdsa . — Why so ? — Decause the words 
of the text denote the effort of man ; what the word ‘ vadU * (‘ one should 
tell *) directly expresses is that ‘ one should do the tolling ’ ; and in this 
the connection of the man (the speaker) is directly asserted ; tlio eonnection 
of the action (sacrifice), on the other hand, would be only indirectly indicated 
by ‘ Context ’ ; and ‘ Dinjct Assertion ’ is always more authoritative than 
‘ Context — Otherwise (i.e. if the prohibition were taken as appertaining 
to the sacrifice), the expression ‘ one should do the tolling * would have 
to be taken as convoying the sense that ‘ there is telling ’ ; so that the ex- 
pression would bo taken in a sense other than the one that it really ex- 
presses, and the sense of the injunction would thus bo something different 
from its own ; on tlie other hand, if the prohibition is taken as addressed 
to man, the expression would retain its own sense. For this reason the 
advice convoyed (by the term ^ vadet \ ‘should toll’) should be taken as 
addressed to man ; such being the case, the prohibition also must be taken 
as addressed to the same person to whom the injunctive word (affirmative) 
was addressed. — ^Now this fact — i.o. the prohibition of ‘ telling lies ’ — has 
been well known to the man ever since his Upanayana (at which his Teacher 
addressed to him the admonition ‘ never tell lies ’) ; hence, being related to 
tliat admonition, the prohibition in question must be taken as a reference 
to that permanent admonition. — ‘ In fact the text in question being a Shruti 
should be regarded as the basis for .^e Smrti-text (according to which the 
admonition at the Upanayana is addressed by the Teacher) [so that it is the 
Shruti-iiyxt under discussion that should Imi regarded as the injunction^ and 
it is the Smfti-teixl that should bo regarded as a reference to it].’ — The Shmtv 
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text under discussion cannot be the basis for the said Smrti-teoct ; if the 8mrti 
had been based upon this Shruti-t&yit^ then the ShruJti-vvlQ also would have 
mentioned the Dar8lM-Pur7W,md8a sacrifices ; as a matter of fact also, the ad- 
monition (according to the Smrti) is addressed to the pupil at the time of 
the Upanayana only ; and they also teach it as a duty of the man. For 
these reasons the Smfti-text in question cannot bo regarded as based upon 
the Fcdic-text in question.** 

StJTRA (13). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it should be regarded as an injunction, 
because the connection is different. 

Bhd§ya, 

In reality, the sentence ‘ One should not tell a lie * should be taken as 
an injunction, pertaining to the Darsh^-PurimYmaa sacrifices, — and it is 
not a mere reference or reiteration. — -Why so ? — Because the connection is 
different. — That is to say, the Srnrti-nilo declares the connection of the 
man with the observance of the rule (that ‘ one should never tell a He ’) ; while 
what the sentence in question would do would be to declare the connection 
of the man with the prohibition of a certain thing. Under the circumstances, 
what is found in the iSAm/i-text being entirely different from what is found 
in the Smfti’TwXQ, how could one bo a reiteration of the other ? Con- 
sequently the sentence in question should be taken as the injimction of the 
prohibition. 

Says the Opponent — ** We accept the conclusion that the sentence is an 
injunction ; but what wo hold is that what is enjoined pertains to the man 
(in ordinary life), because the effort of the human agent is directly expressed 
by the words.” 

Our answer to this is as follows ; — ^In the case of all verbs, what is directly 
expressed is the performance of an act, not any active agency. — “ How 
is that deduced ? ” — It is deduced from our own experience ; we actually 
cognise an action as to be performed. — “ But people cognise also the nomina- 
tive agent (as expressed by the verb).” — ^True, they cognise it, but not tlirough 
the word ; — ^thon through what ? — ^through implication ; i.o. when the action 
is enjoined as to bo performed, then the functioning of the active agency 
also becomes cognised by implication ; and what is cognised by implication 
cannot bo accepted as directly asserted ; and what is not directly asserted 
cannot bo regarded as cognised through the syntactical connection ; under 
the circumstances, how could it sot aside the indications of the context ? 

Says the Opponent — “ The teaching of the teachers is that ‘ the base 
and the affix jointly express what is expressed by the affix * ; and from this 
it follows that the nominative agent as well as the accusative object are 
denoted by the word ; because the teachers have made it clear — ^by means 
of such sutras as Kartari shap * (Pa. 3. 1. 68), ^ Karmani yak' (Pa. 3. 1. 67) — 
that the nominative and the objective are both denoted by affixes •(the 
affix ' shap ’ denoting the nomipiative, and the affix ‘ yak ’ denoting the 
objective). Hence we conclude that the nominative agent and the objective 
are both expressed by words,’* 
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AnMmr — Simply on tho strength of the word of Teachers, or of the 
authors of Sutras, nothing can b<? taken to bo expressed by a word ; it can 
bo taken to bo so only on tho basis of our own cognition (oxporionco). As 
a matter of fact, when an act is recognised as to bo done, it implies all 
tho active agencies ; this has boon already explained above. Further, tho 
i;’oachors have nowhere declared that tho nominative agent, or tho object- 
ive, is expressed by tho affix. — “ But tho conjugational affix has been de- 
nlarod to bo expressive of tho nominative agent and of the objective.” — The 
affix is nowhere declared to bo expressive of the nominative agent or of the 
objective ; all that is decl.arod is that ‘ when there is only one factor, the 
singular number should bo used, —when there are two things, tho dual 
number ; and when there are several things, the plural number should be 
used.* There is also another declaration, which is construed to man that ‘ when 
there is one nominative agent (tho singular number is to be used), — ^when 
there are two nominative agents (the dual number is to bo used), and when 
there are several nominative agents (the plural number is to bo used) ’ ; — 
it is in this way that tho act becomes connected with tho singular and other 
numbers. But there is no such construction as that ‘ Kartari hluivnti ekas~ 
mim^cha ’ (‘ it is used when there is tho agent and the one ’) ; in fact it is in 
tho form ‘ Kartari ekasmin ekaimchanam ’ ‘ when there is one agent, the 
singular number is to be used, — i.o. when tho agent is one only’; similarly 
in the case of there being two or more agents. If wo construe the sentcncjes 
in this manner tho meaning of tho Sutra becomes explained in accordaruM^ 
with logical principles, — and tho words of tho Sutra Ix^come logically 
connected. Tho teaching of tho scriptures is also to tho same olTect — that 
when unity, duality and jjlurality are expressed by tho affix, then tho object- 
ive and tho rest come in as qualifying factors. 

Objection — “ It lias also been found that when the objective and other 
things are expressed by the affix, unity and the rest come in as qualifying 
factors.” 

Ansijser — As for tho objective and tho rest, they are got at by implica- 
tion, and they are never regarded as being expressed by words ; unity and tho 
rest, on tho other hand, are never got at by implication, and lienee they 
are regarded as being expressed by words. Such being the case, even though 
unity and tho rest are qualifying factors, yet in this case it is tho qualifying 
factor that is regarded as being expressed. For example, in tho case of tho 
statement — ‘ Priests with golden necklaces proceed ’ : — ^the wearing of the 
golflen necklace is a qualifying factor, yet it is this factor that has been 
accepted as being enjoined by tho sentence. For those reasons, it follows 
that what is expressed by the word is the unity of the nominative agent, 
not the nominative agent himself. 

Objection — ” As a matter of fact, where the nominative agent is one, 
the singular number is used, where there are two nominative agents, the 
dual number is used, and where there are several nominative agents, the 
plufal number is used ; and from this it is clear that the nominative agent 
(which remains the common factor, whib unity, duality and plurality are 
variable) is what is expressed by the word.” 

Answer — ^This matter cannot be determined by Inference ; in fact it is 
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a clearly perceptible fact that the cognition of th(3 nominative agent follows 
directly from the cognition of the act to bo done ; and this clear fact cannot 
bo sot aside. As for unity and the rest, when the singular number is 
used, it is the unity oj the nominative agent that is cognised ; — when the 
dual number is used, it is the duality of the nofninative agent that is cognised ; 
— and when the plural number is used, it is the plurality of the nominative 
agent that is cognised ; this also is a clearly perceptible fact. — ^Now, which 
of these two perceptible facts can an Inference set aside ? — In the case of 
words, it is found that though the word denotes the Class (which is one), 
yet when it takes the dual number, the diversity (duality) is understood as 
pertaining to the individual objects (included under the Class), and when 
it takes the singular number, the unity cognised is that of the individual 
substance ; — the same thing happens in the case in question also. 

From all this it follows that the active agent is not directly expressed 
by the word (‘ vcMt ’) ; and when there is no Direct Assertion, there is nothing 
to reject the indications of the Context, 

It has boon argued that — “ if wliat is mentioned pertains to the sacri- 
fice, then the man’s effort (expressed by the term ‘ vadU ’) becomes useless, 
as all tliat has to be done in coimection with the sacrifice is laid down in 
the passage tliat lays down its entire procedure.” 

Our answer to this is as follows ; — ^Tf wluit is spoken of in the sentence 
wore subsidiary (to the sacrifice), then it could bo taken in by the Context ; 
as a matter of fact however, what is not enjoined cannot be subsidiary to a 
Siicrifico ; hence in order that it may be subsidiary to the sacrifice*, it is 
necessary that it should bo enjoined, — even aixjording to this view. --It is 
for this reason tluit we think that the prohibition relates to the speaking 
tliat may be done in course of the sacrifice in whoso ‘ Context * tlie sentence 
occurs ; and hence the advice tliat ‘ what is a lie sJiould nut bo told * is sub- 
sidiary to the sacrifice ; so that it is what has been determined upon that 
is subsidiary to the sacrifice and should be done ; for instance, having de- 
terniiiuHl upon an offermg of Vrlhi corn, one should not make an offering of 
Yava (barley). 

Says the Opponent ; — “ Wiioii the U^acjhing that ‘ a lie should not bo 
told ’ is accepted in both the Purvapaksa and the Siddhdnta, — -what is the 
use of all this discussion ? ” 

Answer — ^The need for enquiry arises from the fact that if, according 
to the Furvapaksa, the teaching pertains to the Man (in ordinary life), — 
then a transgression of it would entail the Expiatory Kite laid down in the 
Smrtis [as the prohibition of Lying m general occurs in Sinrtia] ; while if, 
according to the SidtUuirUa, it pertains to the DarshaA^urnarmisa sacrifice, 
a transgression of it should entail the Expiatory Kite proscribed in the 
Yajurveda, 



ADHiKAEAijrA (5) : Details relating to the ‘ Yavming 
Person ’ appertain to the Context. 

StJTRA (14). 

[POrvapak^a] — “ The hetails in question shouut) appertain to 
THE Man, as they are for his purpose [and hence should find 

NO PLACE IN the CONTEXT IN WHICH THEY ARE MENTIONED], 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE AhINA (SO. 3. 3. 1. 6).” 

Bha4ya. 

[This is a caso of conflict botwoon Indicabive Power and Syntactical GotmedionJ] 
(A) In connection with the Jyotiplonm, we road — ^ Aiigiraso vd, etc,* 
(Taitti. Sain. 6. 1. 1. 2) [‘ The excellent Ahgirasas, going to the celestial region, 
introduced Initiation and Austerity into Water ; when one bathes in water, 
he directly acquires Initiation and Austerity ; when one bathes in a sacred 
water, ho becomes a sacred place for his relatives *J, — (Whore bathing in aacrcd 
waters is spoken of.) — (B) Again in coimection with the Daraha-Purrm'tndsa 
there is the text — ‘ Taamdt jahjabhyamdno*niihruydl mayi dakaakratu iti 
prdi^pdndvevdtmandhatte ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 2. 4. ; Vajasa. Sam. 38. 27) 
[‘ The yawning person should recite the mantra Mayi daksakratu, etc,, thereby 
ho draws witliin himself Prana and Apana’J. — [Where the reciting of the 
mantra is laid down for the ‘yawning person*.] , 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^What is laid down here 
(the reciting of the mantra by the ‘ yawning person ’, as also the bathing in sacred 
waters), is it to be done in connection with the action to which the Contoxt 
belongs (i.o. the Darsha-Purnamdsa or the Jyotistoma) ? Or is it meant only 
for men in ordinary life (apart from any sacrificial performance) ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapak^ : — "'‘As in the 
case of the Ahlna sacrifices, the details in question should appertain to the Man, 
as it is for his purpose (Su.) ; and hence the Injunction in question should 
bo taken away from the ‘ Context ’ in which it occurs. — Why so ? — ^Because 
the man (human agent) is directly expressed ; that is, the term ‘ bruydt * 
(‘ should recite *) is clearly meant to express the effort of the argent (towards 
the act of reciting). — ‘ But in that caso, the indication of the Context would 
be rejected.’ — The answer to this is that, let the indication of the CorUext 
bo rejected ; in fact. Syntactical Connection is what rejects it, because wliat is 
laid down is in connection with the ‘ yawning person *. The indication of 
the Context is that the recithvg is laid down as to bo done at the performance 
of the Darsha-Purnmndea ; while from Syntactical Connection it follows that 
it is laid down for the ‘ yawning person * (in general) ; — and Syntactical Con* 
nectibn is more authoritative than Context. For these reasons the injunction 
should be taken away from the Context, — ^Tho result also of the reciting has 
been declared to be that ‘ he draws within himself Prdxfa and Apdna ’ 
(which moans longevity of the man); and tliis also tends to preclude the 
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connection of the act in question with tho sacrifice. — ^From all this it follows 
that tho act laid down appertains to tho man, and should thoroforo bo taken 
away from the Context ; just as it is in the case of Ahina (see Su. 3. 3. 16), 
tho ‘ twelve Upaaads ’ have been taken away from tho Context (of the Jyotis- 
toma^ and taken as coimccted with Ahina), — in tho same manner tho reciting 
of the mantra ‘ Mayi dak§akratu ’ should bo taken away from tho Context 
(of tho Daraha-PurfMmdsa, and taken as connected with Man), because of 
its being mentioned in connection with tho ‘ yawning person 

SCTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, fbom the peculiarity of the Context, 

THEY SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PURIFICATORY OF THE MAN CON- 
NECTED WITH THE SACRIFICE (TO WHICH THE CONTEXT 
BELONCS), — JUST AS (WASHINO, ETC. ARE PURI- 
FICATORY) OF THE SUBSTANCE. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality the act in question should not bo taken away from tho Context ; 
— why ? — became of the peculiarity of the Context. As a matter of fact it 
is only when tho ‘ yawning person ’ is connected with tho sacrifice of the 
Contoxt tliat ho becomes purified by tho reciting (of the mantra ^ Mayi 
dakaakrcUu otc.’) ; — ^just as such substances as Barley and the like aro purifiod 
by such acts as washing and tho rest. 

Objection — “ But the Contoxt camiot restrict tho term ‘ yawning person * 
to ono person (connected with tlie sacrifice) ; boc;auso Syntactical Connection 
(which connects tho recitiny with the ‘ yawning person * in general) is more 
authoritative than Context.” 

Answer — Wo do not say tliat tho Context entirely precludes tho term 
* yawning person ’ from all connection with men not connected with tho 
Context ; what wo mean is that it will be necessary to assume some result 
tliat would follow from the reciting of the mantra by a man apart from 
the sacrificial performance. 

“ Tho result has b(x3n clearly declared in the text itself, — that ‘ the man 
draws within himself Prana and -dpdw-a’.” 

We say — it is not so ; because we do not find any injunctive term in this 
sentence ; all that wo find is the mere statement of something present at tho 
time, — ^he draws within himself Prana and Apdna,^ where we have the 
Present Tense, not tho Injunctive form of tho Verb ; and as such it can be 
taken as commending the act of reciting tho mantra. From this it follows 
that tho result spoken of does not follow (from tho reciting of the mantra) 
apart from tho Darsha-Purummasa sacrifices. From all this it is concluded 
that the reciting of tho mantra servos to purify tho man (yawning) while 
he is performing tho Darsha-Pur^amdsa sacrifices. 

Objection — “ Wo admit that the act (of reciting) is purifi.catory of 
tho man ; but we do not admit that it is so only while tho man is perform- 
ing the Darsha^Purmimdsa sacritices. — ^Why so ? — As a matter of fact, when- 
ever a man yawns, — oven apart from tho Daraha-Puriyimasa, — ^he is spoken 
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of as a ‘ yawning person ’ ; and it has already been said (by the SiMhdnlin 
himself) that the Context does not exclude (from the connotation of the term 
‘ yawning person ’) one not engaged in the Darsha-Purimmdsa. Hence 
wo conclude that the action of reciting should be taken away from the 
Context. 

Answer — ^It is true that the man not engaged in the sacrifice is not 
excluded ; but there is no purpose to bo served by the purification of such a 
man. 

Opponent — “ Nor is there any purpose to be served by the puriheation 
of the man connected with the Context.” 

Answer — [There is this purpose served in that case that] it would be a 
purified person that would perform the Darsha-Purnanidsa sacrifices. 

Opponent — “ Even when the act is taken else whore, away from the Con- 
text, there would bo this purpose served that it would be a purified person 
that would perform the other acts.” 

Answer — ^The purification could not form an accessory to any other 
act ; as any such other act could not have any connection with the Context 
(in which the act of reciting is mentioned). 

Opponent — “ Nor can the purificcUion be an accessory to the sacrifice 
mentioned in the Context, as through Syntactical Connection, it is found that 
it is a quality pertaining to man^'* 

Answer — ^The act of reciting is not understood to appertain to the man 
(in general), as it would bo useless in that case. 

From all this it follows that the act of reciting is syntactically con- 
nected only with the two sacrifices of the DarsJm-Purnanmsa which are 
mentioned in the Context, —and not with any otlier action, oven though 
such other action be fruitful ; as there would be no Context to indicate such 
connection. For this reason the act of reciting is not to bo taken away from 
the Conteast. 

It might bo argued that — “ in the event of the acit of reciting being 
retained in the Context, the word 'bruynt' (‘should recite’), whicli denotes 
an activity of intm in general, would Imve to bo taken as used in a sense 
other than its own.” — But, under the circumstances (if the term wore taken 
as enjoining the activity of man) the word would be a mere reference to 
what is already known ; as there can be no need for enjoining the connec- 
tion of tnan (in general, witli any more activity). 

SUTRA (16). 

A DKTAIL CAN BE TAKEN AWAY FROM THE CONTEXT ONLY ON 
ACCOUNT OF A DIRECT DECLARATION. 

Bhd§ya, 

It has boon argued (by the Purvapaksin) that- just as the ‘twelve 
Upasads^ are taken away from their Context (of the Jyotipfo'ma) (and con- 
nected with the Ahlna) — in the same manner, the act of reciting should bo 
taken away from the Context.” — Our answer to this is that in the case cited, 
the ‘twelve Upasads^ are distinctly declared, by Syntactical Connection, 
as belonging to the Ahina sacirfices ; — ^these Ahina sacrifices are fruitful ; — 
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the term ‘ Ahlna ’ catmot apply to the Jyoliatoma (the ‘ sacrifice * of the 
Context), because any such application could be only indirect and figurative ; 
— and lastly, tlioro is the direct declaration to the effect that — ‘ There are 
only three Upasads in the ofie-day sacrifice, and there are twelve at the 
AMna* (Taitti. Sam. 0. 2. 5. 1). For all those reasons, it is onty right 
that the ‘ twelve Upasads ’ are taken away from the Context ; specially as in 
this case tliore is no connection with any wan, as such connection would be 
useless, and there is no other fruitful action mentioned in the Context. 
[Hence the case of the act of reciting is not analogous to that of the ‘ twelve 
Upasads ’ and the Ahina sacrifices.] 



Adhikaraisia (()) : Acts like ‘ Threatening ’ appertain 
to the uncm in general. 

SUTRA (17). 

In the case of ‘ Shamyu ’ (what is spoken of is to be taken 

AWAY FKOM THE OoNTBXT), BECAUSE IT APPLIES TO ALL 
CONDITIONS (of THE BrAHMANA). 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Daraha’Purvtarndaa, wo read — \Devd vai albam- 
yum etc." (Taitti. Sam. 2. (5. 10. 1). [Tlio deities said to Sliarhyu, tho son of 

Briiaspati, ‘ Ploaso forward our offerings*.. Tliey said — ‘What is 

the use to us of offspring ? * If a man threatens a Brahmana, ho should be 
tinod a hundred ; if he strike him, ho should be fined a thousand ; if he 
fetches blood, as many particles of dust may bo wetted by the flowing blood, 
for so many years ho should be kept away from tho region of tho Pitrs ; 
for this reason one ahould not threaten a lirahrnaiyi, or strike him, or fetch 
hia blood.] — [In view of this passage, the term ‘ Shamyu ’ is taken 
as standing for tlie prohibition, contained hi tho last sentence, of tlireaten- 
ing, striking, and fetching blood from, a Brahmana.] 

In regard to this there arises the question — Does tho prohibition of 
tfireatening appertain to the Daraha-Piiriyxmdaa ? Or is it addressed to 
man in general ? 

Tlie Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows : — “ On account of 
tho Context, the prohibition of threatening and other acts should be taken 
as appertaining to tho Daraha-Purmimdaa, — ^the meaning being that ‘ at tho 
Daraha-Purnamdaa the Brahmana should not bo threatened, or hurt, or 
wounded so as to fetch blood ; — other methods should be employed to win 
him over ; it is for this reason tliat they win him over by means of tho 
Anvdhdrya *, — such is the sense of tho prohibition, deduced frorh tho Conr 
text.’* 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In the case of 
‘ Shaihyu * (i.e. the Prohibitions in question), it has to bo taken away from 
the Context ; — why ? — because it applies to all conditions ; that is, the Pro- 
hibition contained in the text refers to the Brahmana in all conditions ; — 
and it does not mean that the threatening is not to bo done by tho Brahmaqia 
when engaged in the performance of the Daraha-Purruimasa. 

Objection — “ But, from tho Context, it is clear that it, appertains to tho 
Darsha-Purfjmndsa.^^ 

Answer — ^Truo ; that is so, from the Context ; but from Syntactical Con- 
nection it is clear that it appertains to tho threatening person (in general) ; 
and SytUactical Connection is more authoritative than Context. 

Objection — “ But as in the case of tho ytkwning person, the prohibition 
in qu^tion could find place in the Context itself.” 
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We say — wo. As in that ca,so a result will have to be assumed ; while 
in the case of the Siddhdnta, the result is already dofiriitoly declared, and 
there is the injunctive affix also present — ' Sfuttena ydUiydt — Safuisremz 
ydtaydt — Svargam lokam prajdnlydt \ 

From all this it follows that details like the L^rohibition of Threatening and 
the like have to be taken away from the Gontext, 



. Adhikaraija (7) : The prohibition of conversation with a 
woman in her courses appertains to Man in general. 

SUTRA (18). 

Inasmuch as the woman in her courses has already been 

REMOVED PREVIOUSLY [FROM THE SACRIFICE, THE PROHIBITION 
CANNOT APPERTAIN TO THE SACRIFICE ; IT MUST 
APPERTAIN TO MaN IN ORDINARY LIFE). 

Bhdsya. 

In (jonnoction with tho Darah^-Purnamaaa, we road — “ Ono should not 
eoiivorso with a woman in her courses, nor should ono ‘ eat her food ’ ’* (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 5. 1. 5-6). 

In regard to this, thoro arises tho question — ^Is this a prohibition of 
conversation with a woman in her courses during tho porformance of tlio 
Darsha-Purmimdaa sacrifices ? Or is it meant for man tit all times ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is that in view of the Context, 
the prohibition should be taken a.s pertaining to tho Darsha-Purnanidsa 
.sacrifices. 

Against tho Purvapakaa, wo have tho following SiddltatUa -The ‘ con- 
versation with a woman in her courses * meant here should bo taken away 
from tho Context ; —why ? — because such a woman haa already l>een 
removed previoualy. It is doclartxi (in Taitti. Bril. li. 7. I. D) that— ‘ If 
tho wife of a man happen to bo untouchable on the pre<*^edifig day,* he 
should remove her and then proceed with the performance of the sacrifice’- 
Conversiition \vith tlu) sacrifieor’s wife is carried on ])y tho Adhoaryu 
priest at the Daralui-Purnanudaa sacrifices, during which convei*sation he 
says to lier ‘ O wife, wife ! this is thy region ’ (Mai. Sarh. 1. 4. 3); it is this 
conversation which is likely to be carried on that could bo a subject of 
prohibition but when, in the event of the wife being in her courses, she 
has beiai already removed on the [jrecjtxling day, there could \w no possibility 
of any conversation with her being carried on by persons who are performing 
tho sacrifice afttir liaving removed her ; how then ecaild there be any likelihood 
of their conversing with her, which should have to be prohibited ? — ^For these 
reasons, ‘ the conversation with a woman in her courses ’ (which is prohibited 
by the text in question) should be taken away from the Context, 

SUTRA (19). 

Also because there is prohibition intercourse ’. 

Bhd^a, 

There is prohibition also of ‘ eating her foDa * — ‘ one should not eat 
her food ; rubbing her body is tho wonaan’s food ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 1. 6). 
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and this ‘ nibbing ’ stands for ‘ intorcourse ’ ; hence the sentence ‘ one should 
not eat her food * means that ‘ one should not have intercoiurse with lier ’ ; 
and there is no possibility of this ‘ intorcourse * in connection with the Conteoct 
(i.e. in course of the performance of the Darsha-Purimmam sacrifice); — 
from this also it is definitely concluded that the J?rohibition (of conversation 9 
and also of intercA)ur 8 e) should bo taken away from th(^ Context and treated 
as appertaining to Man in general. 



Adhikaba^a (8) ; The * wearing of gold ’ and such details 
appertain to Man in general. 

StJTRA (20). 

[Siddhaiita] — ^That which dobs not occur in the ‘Context’ of 

ANY PARTIOUIjAB SACRIFICE SHOULD APPERTAIN TO MaN IN 
OBNERAL ; BECAUSE IT DIFFERS ON THAT POINT FROM THOSE 
OTHERS (that OCCUR IN PARTICULAR CONTEXTS). 


Without roforonoo to any sacrifico, thoro is tho text — ‘ Taamdt mvar- 
nam., etc.’ (Taitti. Brii. 2. 2. 4. 6) [‘ For this reason bright gold should be 

worn, thereby one’s enemy becomes un-hright (pale) *] ; and again ‘ Suvasaad 
bhavitavyam rupameva bibharti ’ [‘ One should be well-dressed, thereby he 
acquires beauty’]. 

In connection with such texts there arises the question — ^Does what is 
laid down hero appertain to the Context (of a sacrifice) or to Man in general ? 

Tho apparent conclusion on this qiiestion is that ‘ thai which does not 
occur in the Context of any particular sacrifice shotdd appertain to Man in 
general ; because on that point it differs from those others that occur in parti^ 
culm Contexts^ (Su.). Tliat is to say, what is laid down in texts like those 
under consideration must appertain to Man in general ; — ^why ? — ^because 
^ from those others^ tliat occur in particular contexts, it is different, on the 
point that it does not occur in any particular Context. In fact, what does 
not occur in any particular Context must appertain to all Contexts ; ns on 
account of its not occurring in any particular Context, it could not be con- 
nected with any one Context ; hence such details must appertain to Matt in 
general. 

SUTRA (21). 

|P0rvapak.?in’s OB.IEOTION (a)] — “But inasmuoh as no substance is 

MENTrONED, THE TEXT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AUXILIARY 
(to the AoNIHOTRA and OTHER SACRIFICES).’’ 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ‘ tu ’ dtmios tho view set forth in tho preceding Sutra. 

“ What is laid down in tho text in question cannot appertain to Man 
in general ; it must be auxiliary (appertaining) to the Agnihotra and other 
sacrifices. — Why so ? — Because no substance is mentioned ; neither a sub- 
stan(53 (offering material) nor a deity is mentioQV^ in tho text, by virtue of 
which it could be assumed that the term * bhU^j^m ’ in tho text stands for 
‘ should be offered in sacrifice ’ ; — ^and when no Substance or deity is found, 
the root ‘ bhr^ (in ‘ bhdryam ’) must be taken as denoting ‘to wear’, and 
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hence standing for some sort of puHfloatum ; and purification is possible only 
when the thing purified is auxiliary to a sacrifice, not otherwise. Hence 
what is laid down (i.e. the wearing of gold) should bo taken as auxiliary 
(appertaining) to the Agnihotra and other acts.” 

SOTRA (22). 

[PfiRVAPAKJJIN’S OBJECTION (6)] — “ SECONDLY, BECAUSE OF ITS 
CONNECTION WITH THE VbDA.” 

Bhdsya. 

The text under consideration occurs in that section of the Veda which 
is called ‘ Adhvaryava ’ (‘ Pertaining to the Adhvaryu ’), which, as denoting 
connection with the Voda, is applicable only to what is auxiliary to a sacri- 
fice ; as it is only what is auxiliary to a sacrifice that ‘ pertains to the Adhvar- 
yu Prioat ’, — and not anything pertaining to Man in general ; as a matter of 
fact, the Adhvaryu Priest is the performer of only such acts as the Daraha- 
Piirnamdaa and other sacrifices along with their auxiliaries, as also the acts 
that are auxiliary to those sacrifices. — ^For this reason also the acts like 
those under consideration should be taken as pertaining to sacrifices.” 

SOTRA (23) . 

(PCbvapaksin’s objection (c)] — “ Thirdly, also because there is 

CONNECTION OF A SUBSTANCE.” 

Bhdsya, 

” Further, the statement ‘ suvarrmm bhdryam * (‘ gold should be worn *) 
is one in which the substance is the principal factor, as is clear from the 
sensf^ of the objective (implied in the phrase \auvarnam bhdryam ’). The 
weaif^ng of this aubataiu^o ‘ gold * being purificatory in character, such puri- 
fi^tion would servo a useful purpose only if the wearing laid down were 
aiixiliary to a sacrifice ; it would serve no such purpose if it appertained to 
Man in general^ 

SUTRA (24). 

[Answer to PC rv a parkin’s objections] — In reality there 

MUST BE SOME CONNECTION BETWEEN THE ACTS UNDER CON- 
SIDERATION AND A RESULT ; JUST LIKE THE CONNECTION 
(of OTHER THINGS WITH PARTICULAR RESULTS) ; 

IT MUST THEREFORE BE REGARDED AS AN ACTION 
(ACCOMPLISHING THE PURPOSE OF MaN IN 
general) ; SUCH is the OPINION OF 
AiriSHAYANA. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, acts like thoM wo are discussing must have some connection 
with a result; i.e. they mulp appertain to Man in general. If the act (o/ 
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wearing) apportainod to (woro purificatory of) the gold, or to the clothes, it 
would bo ontiroly uaolosa. 

Opponent — “ Hut with tho purified ‘ gold ’ and tho purified ‘ clothes ’» 
the sacrifice would bo accomplished (so that it would not bo useloss).’* 

Answer — ^Tt is not so. What is auxiliary to tho gold could not help 
tho sacrifice ; and tho act in qiiostion cannot bo taken aa auxiliary to tho 
sacrifice, because neither ‘ Direct Assertion ’ nor any other moans of know- 
ledge points to any such auxiliary. Thus wo conclude that acts like those 
under consideration are connected with results — such aa tho one spoken 
of in tho sontonco ‘ His enemy becomes pale*. 

Opponent— “ But this (‘ his enemy becomiw pale ’) only mentions a present 
fact (not a future result).” 

Answer — ^Truo, that is so. But in order to save tho passage from use- 
lessness it becomes noceasary to seek out its connection with some injunc- 
tion of results ; and rather than hunt out any other connection, it is much 
simpler to make some modification in tho words occurring in tho same sen- 
tence. — Why so ? — Because its syntactical connection with that modification 
would bo directly perceptible, while that with any other sentence would 
bo indinset and not perceptible. And tho only modification that would bo 
needed would bo— (1) noJ5 to attach any significance to tho Present Tense 
(in the word * hhavati^ in the sentence ‘His enemy becomes pale’), and (2) 
to determine tho exact import of tho connection (between tho act of ViCAiring 
gold and tho restilt expressed in tho sentence ‘ His enemy becomes pale’). 
For these reasons sentences like the one in question should bo taken as 
laying down tho Primary sacrifice (to which tho wearing of gold would be 
an auxiliary, leading to a particular rasult), just as tho Prajdpati-Vralas 
(‘one should not look at the rising sun* and so forth) are connected with 
tho result spoken of in tho sontence ‘ By this one becomes absolved from sin ’* 
—so it should be understood to bo tho case with tho act under consideration. 

From all tliis it follows that tho act of wearing gold appertains to fidan 
in general. 



Aohikabai^a (9) : The ‘ Jaya ’ and other Homos are 
subsidiaries to actions laid down in the Veda. 


SUTRA (25). 


[POevapak^a] — “What is not mentioned in the Context of 

AN? PAETICHIiAB ACTION MUST BE SUBSIDIARY TO ALL 
, ACTIONS, AS THEBE CAN BE NO SPECIFICATION.” 


BMfya. 


[We now proceed to consider the special relationship of such factors as are 
clearly indicated by Syntactical Connection to be subsidiary to actions in general — 
Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1387.] 

The cases to be considered in this connection are the ‘ Jaya ’ and pther 
oblations which are known to be connected with sacrifices in a general way, 
such as we find in the following texts — ‘ If one desires to succeed in a 
transaction, he— -(a) should offer at it the Jaya and other oblations, ^6) 
should offer the * Rdaprabhrt oblations,’ — (c) should offer the ‘ Ahhydidmi 
oblations * (sec Taitti. Sam. 3. 4. 0. 2). [Here every one of these throe 
oblations is laid down as to be offered (U any sacrifice where one desires pros- 
perity. (a) The ‘ Jaya * is the name given to the oblations offered with 
the mantra ‘ Chittaficha svdha, etc.' (Hiranyakesi-Grhyasutra, 1. 3. 9) ; (&> 
' RdsPrabhrt ’ is the name given to the oblations offered with the mantra 
' ^tdadd, etc.* (Vajasa. Sam. 18. 38) and (c) ' Abhydtdna ’ is the name given 
to the oblations offered with the mantra * Agnirbhutdnam^ etc.' (Taitti. Sam. 
3. 4. 5. 1).] 

Ill regard to these oblations there arises this question : — Are they 
auxiliary to (to be performed in connection with) actions of all kinds, — 
such as land-cultivation and the like ? Or only to those actions that are 
laid down in the Veda, — such as the Agnihotra and the rest ? That the obla- 
tions in question are auxiliary to other acts (and not independent actions 
by themselves) is clear from the fact that they are clearly recognised 
(through the opening words of the text quoted) as being connected with 
certain transactions, and also from the fact that no separate results are 
mentioned as following from them (the only result mentioned being the 
swxess of the transaction in connection with which they are performed). 

The Purvapakya view ^^this question is that “ the oblations in ques- 
tion should be taken as auwiary to actions of all kinds, because the text 
speaks of no specification*’. 

33 
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SUTRA (26). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, being of the nature of ‘ Homa ’ (oblation 
INTO fire), they should BE RESTRICTED (TO THE 
Vedic sacrifices) ; because of their connection 
with the ‘ AHAVANlYA * (SACRIFICIAL FIRE). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the oblations in question should be taken as auxiliary 
to all kinds of actions, including even land-cultivation and the like. In 
fact, these are of tlie nature of ‘ Homa ’ (Oblation into Fire), and as such should 
he restricted ; becaiLse in Homas, the connection of the Sacrificial Fire is essen- 
tial ; as is made clear in such texts as ‘ when one offers oblations into the 
Sacriheial Fire then does his desired object become fulfilled* (Taitti. Bra. 
1. 1. 10. 6) ; — from this it follows that the oblations in question can be 
auxiliary to only such acts as are connected with the Sacrificial Fire. — 
Now, as a matter of fact, such acts as land-cultivation and the like are not 
connected with the Sacrificial Fire ; in fact they are not connected even with 
the ‘ Gdrhapatya^ (Domestic Fire), out of which the ‘ Ahavantya^ or Sacrificial 
Fire could be obtained.— From all this it follows that the ‘ Jaya ’ and other 
oblations are not to be offered in connection with such acts as land-cultiva- 
tion and the like. 

SOTRA (27). 

They should be bbgabded as auxiliaby (to Vedic sacbieices), 
— ALSO because of THE NAME. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also wo hold the view that the oblations are 
subsidiary to Vedic actions. — Why ? — Because of the names ; that is, the 
‘ Jaya ’ and the other oblations in que.stion have been laid down in that 
section of the Veda which has been named ‘ Adhvaryava ’ (‘ pertaining to the 
Adhvaryu Priest ’), and hence they should bo offered by the Adhvaryu priest. 
In the case of land-cultivation and such acts, there is no Adhvaryu priest ; 
SO that if the oblations in question were offered at these acts, they would 
be offered by one who is not an Adhvaryu ; and this would be contrary to the 
indication of the Name. — From tliis also it follows that the oblations in ques- 
tion are subsidiary to Vedic acts only. 



ADHiKARAiiTA (10) ; The 'prescribed ‘ Isti ’ is to he per- 
formed in connection with the ‘ acceptance ’ of the gift 
of a Horse at a Vedic sacrifice. 

SUTRA ( 28 ). 

[PCrvapaksa] — ‘‘ The Sacrifice should be performed on the 

‘ ACCEPTANCE ’ OF THE ORDINARY HORSE-CIFT, AS IT IS THIS 
‘ ACCEPTANCE ’ THAT WOULD BE SINFUL ; AND AS FOR THE 
‘ ACCEPTANCE ’ OF THE VeDIC HoRSE-GIFT, NO SINFUL- 
NESS COULD ATTACH TO THAT, AS IT IS SANCrnONED 
BY THE SCRIPTURES.’* 

Bhdsf/a . 

[Horc ‘ acceptanco ’ stands for ‘giving*. — Soo next Adhikarann,] 

There is a sacrifice called the ‘ Ashvnpmtigraheali ’ (Sacrifice performed 
in connection with tho acceptance of a Horse-gift), enjoined in the text — 
‘ Varu^o vd etam (jrhndtl yo'ahvam pratigrhndti : ydimtci'shvan praiigrhijkiydt 
tamto vdrundu cJmtuakapdhin m'rvapet* (Taitti, Sam. 2. 8. 12. 1) Variiigia 
seizes him who accepts tho gift of a horse ; as many horses one may receive 
in gift, so many offerings on four pans should be made to Variu>a’]. 

In regard to this there arises the question —Is this expiatory sacrifice 
to be performed at the ‘ acceptance * of the Horse-gift in ordinary life, or 
at tlie acceptance of the Horse-gift sanctioned by the Veda ? 

Question — “ When is it tho ‘ acceptance of the horse-gift * in ordinary life ? 
and when is it tho ‘ acceptance of tho horse-gift ’ sanctioned by the Veda ? ” 

Answer — ^When in ordinary life, one receives tho gift of a horse, either 
on asking for it, or even without asking, — it is a case of ‘acceptance of the 
horse-gift in ordinary life ’ -and it is a case of ‘ acceptance of the horse- 
gift sanctioned by the Veda when one receives ‘ a thousand hor.ses ’ as 
the sacrificial fee prescribed for the Paundarlka sacrifice, or when one re- 
ceives a horse at the Jyotlafoma where ‘the horse, cow, etc.* have been 
prescribed as the sacrificial fee. 

Tho ordinary notion being that as the expiatory sacrifice itself is a 
Vedic sacrifice, it must be performed in connection with the gift sanctioned 
by the Veda, — we have, against it, the following Purmpak^a view: — The 
sacrifice should he performed at the " cbcceptarwe ’ of the ordinary Horse-gift^ 
as it is this ‘ acceptance ’ that wo'idd be sinful ; the sinfulness of the accept- 
ance is clearly asserted in the sentence ‘ Varuria (Dropsy) seizes him who 
accepts the gift of a horse ’ ; — this descriptive text must refer to a case 
where there is sin (in the acceptance); and this sinfulness is possible only 
in cases where the gift of a horse is ‘ accepted ’ in ordinary life at the hands of 
a Shudra or some other sinfiil person ; hence inasmuch as this sinfulness 
is possible only in the cgie of an ordinary Horse-gift, it follows that the 
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expiatory sacrifice should be performed only at such an ‘acceptance’ in 
ordinary life. — Objection — ‘ The descriptive text just quoted is meant, 
not to qualify the occasion for the expiatory sacrifice, but only to com- 
mend the expiatory sacrifice.’ — Answer — ^It could be so only if the sacrifice 
served the purpose of removing the sin ; the sacrifice however is meant to 
save one from Farutia (i.e. Dropsy) ; and this is possible only in ordinary 
life ; as it is only in ordinary life that Dropsy actual seizes a man. In the 
case of the acceptance of the Horse-gift sanctioned by the Veda, on the other 
hand, such would not be the case ; because that this gift should be accepted 
(at the sacrifice) is sanctioned by the scriptures — ^i.e. by direct injunctive 
texts. If there were sin in such an ‘ acceptance then it could never be 
enjoined as something that should he dons ; because what tends to bring about 
sin is something that shoidd never be done, — Objection — ‘ Even in the case 
of the acceptance of the horse-gift sanctioned by the Veda, there is sin 
if it is accepted from a person from whom gifts should never be accepted.’ — 
Answer — ^That might be so if the expiatory sacrifice were to be performed 
by the person accepting the gift ; as a matter of fact, however, it is to be 
performed by the person who makes the other person accept the gift (i.e. the 
giver of the gift), — as we shall explain under the next Adhikaraiia, — For all 
these reasons, it should be taken as established in the present Adhikarart^a 
that the expiatory sacrifice in question should noi be performed at that 
'acceptance of the Horse-gift’ which is sanctioned by the Veda.” 

SUTRA (29). 

[Siddhanta] — ^The text (speaking of Varuna seizing the 
man) should be taken as only commendatory ; as no 

SUCH SEIZURE IS ACTUALLY FOUND TO TAKE PLACE ; HENCE 
THE EXPIATORY SACRIFICE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS TO BE 
PERFORMED IN CONNECTION WITH THE GIFT AT A 
SACRIFICIAL PERFORMANCE. 

Bhd§ya, 

It is not the correct view to take that ” the sacrifice in question should 
be performed by one who, in ordineu-y life, accepts the gift of a horse from 
a Shudra or from some other sinful person The person accepting the gift 
has been spoken of as ‘ seized by Varuum ’, i.e. one who is attacked by 
Dropsy, one whose abdomen becomes distended on account ef the accumula- 
tion of fluid within ; tliis is a disease known in common parlance as 
^ Jalodara' (‘Water in the Abdomen’, Dropsy); — and certainly the text 
could not be meant to assert that the ‘ acceptance of the gift of a horse ' 
in ordinary life is the cause of the said disease ; nor can this (cause of the 
disease) be taken as enjoined by the text itself. Thus we conclude that 
there is no ‘ seizure ’ by Dropsy, following from the acceptance of the 
ordinary Horse-gift. 

Opponent — ” The term ‘ varurya ’ stands (not for the disease of dropsy ^ 
but) for sin, — ^in the etymological sense of the l^rm — ‘ varutyi ’ being de- 
rived from the root ‘ vf ’ ‘to hinder ’ or ‘ hide ’ 
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Answer — This argument would involve the unnecessary trouble of aban- 
doning the well-known signification of the term ; because, even, in the said 
etymological sense, ‘ Varuna* would be that which hinders, — and such a 
' Famna * could soi/o a man also at the acceptance of the gift at a sacri- 
fice. Even if the ‘ hindrance ’ (‘ varana ’) be taken as consisting in the 
trouble involved in the keeping, feeding and general care (of the horse 
received in gift), there would bo nothing to justify the view that this applies 
only to the case of the ordinary horse-gift [as the horse received at a Vedic 
sacrifice has to be kept and fed and cared for exactly in the same manner 
as that received in ordinary' life] ; — and yet the recourse to the etymological 
explanation would set aside the well-known signification of the term (to 
no purpose). 

For these reasons the text in question must be taken as purely cominenda- 
tory ; the commendation consisting in the likening of the expiatory sacrifice to 
freedom from dropsy, the sense being that ‘ the result brought about by the 
sacrifice is as desirable for the performer as freedom from dropsy is for the man 
seized by dropsy ’ ; the ‘ acceptance ’ of the gift being likened to the ‘ attack 
of dropsy ’ and the ‘ sacrifice * to the ‘ freedom from dropsy ’ ; the sense 
thus comes to be that * just as for the man attacked by dropsy it is necessary 
to take measures for its cure, so is it necessary for the man accepting the gift 
to perform the sacrifice ’. 

Thus for all these reasons, the expkUory sacrifice should he taken as to 
be performed in connection with the gift at a sacrificial perfortnance. Because 
if it were applicable in the case of the ordinary gift, it would be necessary 
to assume a result for it ; in the case of the gift at a sacrifice on the other 
hand, the expiatory sacrifice would be an auxiliary to that sacrifice at which 
the gift of the horse has been accepted ; this will mean that the expiatory 
sacrifice has to be taken €bs syntactically connected with the text laying 
down the entire procedure of that other .sacrifice (at which the gift is received), 
on the ground of the two being directly connected (as shown above) ; and 
this would certainly be much simpler than the assumption of a syntactical 
connection, which is not direct, with a declaration of the result (assumed to 
follow from the expiatory sacrifice performed in connection with the ordinary 
gift). -Thus it is only right that the expiatory sacrifice should be performed 
in connection with the gift of a horse sanctioned by the Veda. 



Adhikaraista (11): The ‘ Varunl l8ti\ prescribed in 
connection with the gift of a Hortse is to he performed 
by the giver of the horse. 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapaksa] — “The sacrifice is not prescribed [for the 
giver], as the action [of ‘giving ’] IS ENTIRELY DIFFERENT 
[from THE ACTION OF ‘ ACCEPTING * IN CONNECTION 
WITH WHICH THE SACRIFICE IS PRESCRIBEI)].*’ 

Bhdsya. 

la coonectioa with the text ‘ Ydvato'shvdn pratigrhnlydt tdvato vdrundn 
chatiiakapdlda nirvapeC (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 12. 1) [‘As many horses one re- 
ceives in gift, so many offerings on four pans he should make to Vnruna ’], — 
we have learnt (in the preceding Adhikarav^) that the sacrifice herein pros- 
cribed is to be done in connection with the gift of a horse at a Vedio sacrifice. 
Now, there arises the question — Ts this sacrifice to be performed by the 
acceptor^ i.o. the person to whom the horse is given, or by the person who 
makes the other accept the gift, i.e. the person hy whom the horse is given ? 

On this question, we have the following PurvapaJcm : — “ The sacrifice 
is not prescribed for the giver^ as the action of ‘ giving * is different from the 
action of ‘ accepting * ,* that is, as a matter of fact, the sacrifice in question 
has not been prescribed for the person making the gift, and we clcarlj^ under- 
stand it as laid down for the person who does the acceptance of the gift, by 
the text — ‘ as many horses one receives in gift so many offerings on four pans 
he should make to Varuna’. Hence the conclusion is that the sacrifice 
should be performed by the Priest who accepts the gift of the horse.” 

SUTRA (31). 

[SlDDHANTA] — I t SHOULD BE PERFORMED BY THE PERSON EMPLOYING 

THE Priests, as is clearly shown by indtcath’^es. 

Bhdsya. 

The sacrifice is to bo performed, not by the person accepting the gift, 
but by the person who makes the person accept it; — “why ? ” -because 
this is clearly shown by indications, — “ What is the indicative that shows it ? ” 
— The ‘ indicative ’ consists in the connection between the words that 
follow and the words that have gone before ; that is to say, there is the 
text (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 12. 1), (a) ‘ Prajdpatir varundya ashvarmnayat * [‘ Praja- 
pati presented a horse to Varuna ’]* where J^rajapati is spoken of as the 
giver and VaruQa as the receiver of the Hors^^S^(6) then follows the sentence 
8a svdm devaJUSm drchhaf [‘He lost ^/divinity within himself*] 
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which needs to be construed with the foregoing sentence, so that the pronoun 
^8a' (‘he*) stands for Prajdpati (of the preceding sentence), and the two 
sentences become syntactically connected. The pronoun ‘he* is taken as 
standing for Prajapati, as it is in the same case as the word ‘ prajdpatih * (in 
the preceding sentence) — and it is not taken as standing for Varuna, as it is 
not in the same case as ‘ varunMya * (in the preceding sentence) ; — (c) next 
follows the sentence ‘ Sa paryadlryatft * [‘ He became torn (afflicted with 
disease) *] ; here also the pronoun ‘ ho ’ stands for Prajdpati mentioned 
before, — and the sentence becomes syntactically connected with the first 
sentence ; — (d) next comes the sentence—* 8a evaitam vdrunam chatuakapdlam 
apashyai ’ [‘ He perceived the cake baked on four pans dedicated to Varuna ’], 
where again * he * stands for the same Prajdpati ; — then it goos^on, ‘ Sa nirava- 
pat * [‘ Ho offered it *J, — again ‘ he * is Prajdpati ; — then, ‘ Tato vai aa varuna- 
pdahdt amuchyata * [‘ thence he became freed from the clutches of Varuna ’], — 
here also * he * is Prajapati. The sentence ‘ Varuna seizes him * is the 
statement of the reason ; the sense being — ■* Because Prajapati, on giving 
a horse to Varuna, became afflicted with disease, therefore the person 
who receives (i.e. gives) a horse is seized by Varuna, and becomes afflicted 
with disease * : —and ‘ because Prajapati became free by offering the 
Varuna sacrifleo, therefore the man who gives a horse should offer the 
Varuna sacrifice.' — In this manner the performance of the Fdmna sacrifice 
by the giver of a horse becomes commended by the verb ‘ should be per- 
formed*. — ^From this it follows that when a man gives a horse, ho should 
offer the Varuna sacrifice. 

Objection — “ What is actually asserted in the text is that the person who 
accepts the gift of a horse should offer the sacrifice.” 

Answer— such were the meaning, then the opening of the passage 
would be asserting one thing and its concluding portion something quite to the 
contrary ; so that the opening as well as the conclusion would both be 
meaningless. Hence we have either to assume a different moaning for the 
Opening sentence, in accordance with what is said in the concluding sentence, 
or assume a different moaning for the concluding sentence, in accordance with 
what is said in the opening sentence ; tliat is, either the opening sentence 
‘ Prajapati presented a horse to Varuna * will, in accordance with what is said 
in the concluding sentence, have to be taken to mean that ‘ he received the 
horse frmn Varuna *, — or, in accordance with what is said in the opening 
sentence, the concluding sentence, ‘ He who receives a horse ’ will liave 
to be taken to moan ‘ one who gives a horse — ^Under the circumstances, 
it is what comes first that is to be respected (kept intact), as there is nothing 
to contradict it (at the time of its appearance), — whereas what comes later 
has to bo taken in an indirect sense by reason of a contrary idea having already 
appeared on the scone ; — this according to the maxim, ‘ That which comes 
first is to be accepted, as its injunction comes first, as in ordinary practice * 
(Mlmdnad-Sutra 12. 2. 23). 

Further, if the statement that ‘ Prajapati presented a horse to Vaiumi ’ 
were taken to moan thoi^. ‘ he received it from Varuna\ many incongruities 
would be involved in sucB an interpretation. On the other hand, the word 
‘ receives ’ is capable of somehow expressing the idea of giving ; because the 
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man who does an act, — as also the man who, even indirectly, helps in the 
accomplishment of the act, — both can be regarded as the * doer ’ of that act ; 
for instance, when a man arranges for the ploughing of a field, he is spoken of 
as ‘ ploughing the field with six ploughs *, even though he may not do the 
actual phtAghing at all ; and this because it is he who enables the act to be 
done and hence " does ’ it ; — in the same manner, in the case in question, 
the man who enables the acceptance to be done is he who gives it ; — and 
hence the man giving the horse can be spoken of as ‘ accepting ’ it. Thus, 
it is after full consideration that it has been decided that it is the person 
giving the horse who is spoken of as ‘ accepting ’ it (in the text under con- 
sideration) ; and it is for him that the performance of the Vdnimi sacrifice 
has been prescribed. 

[KumSrila offers other interpretations of this and the preceding Adhikarana ; 
for which see Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 1407-1410.] 



Adhikarai^a (12) : Cooked ‘ Charu ’ is to he offered to 
Soma-Indra on the occasion of vomiting the Soma 
drunk at a Vedic sacrifice. 

SUTRA (32). 

[P0RVAPAKSA] — “ The case of the vomiting of the Soma drunk 
IS SIMILAR [to that OF THE HoRSE-OIFT].” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — * Soma indram charum nirvapet shydmdkam 8oma~ 
vdminah^ [‘Cooked ahydmdka rice should be offered to Soma-Indra. on be- 
half of one who vomits Soma ’J (cf. Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 7). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Ts this cooked rice to be 
offered to Soma-Indra, on the occasion of vomiting the ordinary Soma- 
drink or on that of vomiting the Vedic Sorna-drink ? 

Question — What is ordinary Soma-drink ? and what is Vedic Soma- 
drink ? ” 

Answer — The Vedic Soma-drink is the Soma drunk at the Jyotistmna 
and allied sacrifices ; and it is ordinary Soma-drink when Soma is drunk 
for seven or ten days for the purpose of securing the equilibrium of the bodily 
humours. 

On the question stated, we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ The 
case of the vomiting of the Soma drunk is similar to that of the Horse-gift. 
That is to say, the sacrifice in question is to be offered in the case of the 
ordinary vomiting, not in that of the Vedic vomiting. The words ‘ is similar ’ 
refer to the Purvapaksa view’ (of Adhikarana lO) ; the sense being that— just 
as in the case of the Horse-gift, the expiatory sacrifice was declared (in the 
Purvapaksa) as to be performed at the acceptance of the Horse -gift in or- 
dinary life, on the ground of its performance having been laid down in con- 
nection with an evil effect (the attack of dropsy), — in the same manner, 
in the case in question also, we find the sacrifice mentioned in connection 
with an evil effect in the text ‘ one who drinks Soma (and vomits it) be- 
comes weak in his sense-organs and in vigour ’ ; — ^now it is only in ordinary 
life that the Soma being regularly drunk for the purpose of securing the 
equilibrium of the bodily humours, if the drink is lost by vomiting, the 
equilibrium of the humours becomes lost ; so that it is only in this case that 
the ‘ weakening of the sense-organs ’ becomes possible (as the result of 
the vomiting). In the case of Soma drunk during a Vedic sacrifice, as the 
drinking is done simply iff; obedience to the scriptural injunction (and not 
for any special purpose), there could be no evil effect (resulting from the 
vomiting) ; because in this case, the Soma-drinking is done simply 
in obedience to the injunction that ‘ the remnant of the Soma at a sacrifice 
should be drunk ’ ; and so long as this ‘ drinking of the Soma * is done, there 
can be no evil effects ; so that even though the man might vomit the Soma 
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drunk, j^et the enjoined act of Soma-drinking will have been duly accom- 
plished, and the scriptural injunction will have been duly acted upon ; and 
hence there could bo no evil effects. For these reasons, we conclude that 
tlie offering to Soma-Indra should be made when the Soma drunk in ordinary 
life is vomited.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[Siddhanta] — Thk offering should be made at the (vomiting 
OF THp Soma drunk at the) Vedic sacrifice ; as it is only 

AT THIS THAT IT CREATES AN EVIL EFFECT ; AS REGARDS 
THE (VOMITING OF THE SOMA DRUNK IN) ORDINARY 
LIFE, AS IT IS DONE FOR A VISIBLE PURPOSE, THERE 
COULD BE NO EVIL EFFECTS. 

Bhdsya. 

The offering in question can be made only at the vomiting of the 
Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice, not at that of what is drunk in ordinary 
life. —Why 1— Because it w only at this that it creates an evil effect ; in con- 
nection with the vomiting at a Vedic sacrifice, wo find its evil effect des- 
cribed in the text — ‘ Ho becomes weak in the sense-organs and in vigour.’ 
In the case of the ordinary Soma-drinkitig on the other hand, as it is done 
for the purpose of securing the equilibrium of the bodily humours, there 
would be no evil effects resulting from the vomiting : in fact, it is for the 
very purpose of vomiting it that they drink Soma in ordinary life. 

Even if we take the text just quoted (‘ He becomes weak, etc.’) to he 
purely commendatory, the only reasonable hypothesis would be that the 
offering is to be done on vomiting the Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice ; 
as it is only by this means that wo could avoid the necessity of assuming 
a distinct result (for the offering to Soina-Iiidra). [Under the Siddhanta, 
this assumption is not necessary because the offering forms part of the 
Vedic sacrifice and thus helps in the bringing about of the result of that 
sacrifice itself.] 



Adhikabai^a (13): The offering of Cooked Rice to Soma- 
Indra is to he made only when the ^ Vomiting ’ of the 
Soma-drink is done by the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (34). 

[PurvapaksaJ — “The offering should be made in all cases 
(of vomiting), as there is no distinction.” 

Bhasya. 

[Til ooiiiioction with tho offering of Cooked Rico to Soiua-Iiidra, et the 
vomiting of Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice, there arises tho question as 
to wlietlier the offering is to lie made when the vomiting is done by the 
sacrificer ? or when it is done by the priests ? Or wlien it is done by both ?] 
On this question we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ The sacrifice con- 
sisting of the offering of cooked rice to 8oma-lndra slioulci be performed at 
all cases of vomiting — -by the Priests and by tlie sacrificer. — Why ? — Because 
we find no distinction made — ^such as that ‘ it should be offered at the 
vomiting done by such and such a person, and not at that done by such 
and such another person ' ; —for this reason it should bo performed in all 
cases of vomiting *S’o//w7.” 

SUTRA (35). 

[SiddhantaJ — In reality the offering should be made when 

THE VOMITINO IS DONE BY THE SACRIFICER ; AS IT IS FOR HIS 
SAKE (THAT THE WHOLE SACRIFICE IS PERFORMED). 

Bhd.sya. 

The offerirKj should he made at the vomiting done by the sacrificer ; — 
why ? - because it is for the sake of the sacrificer that the sacrifice is performed ; 
that is to say, the sacrifice at which the Soma is vomited is performed 
‘/or his sake\ — -i.e. for the sake of the sacrificer; consequently the offering 
to Soma-Indra should also be made for Jiis sake. As a matter of fact, 
wliat is declared in the text under consideration (regarding the offering to 
be made to Soma-Tndra) is for tho benefit of the Soma-vomiter, and that 
alone benefits the Soma-vomiter which is capable of benefiting the sacrificer, 
— not what is done for the Priest ; as the sacrifice at which Soma is vomited 
is not done for the sake of the Priests. [If the expiatory offering were made 
on the vomiting by tho Priest, then tliat sacrifice could not be performed 
in the Fire kindled for the sacrificer, in which the main sacrifice is being 
performed. 1 

The following might be urged here — “ When the Adhvaryu Priest or 
the Holr Priest would vomit the Soma, their own priests could make the 
expiatory offering in their fires (not in the fire sot up for the .sacrifice that 
is performed for the sake of the sacrificer).” 



524 


SHABARA-BHl^YA : 


In that case, there would be two possibilities ; — (1) the expiatory o£Eer- 
ing would (be made on behalf of the vomiting priests, and hence through 
other priests and in other hres, and as such) not form part of the main 
sacrifice at which the Soma has been vomited ; or (2) the expiatory offering 
would not bo made on behalf of the vomiting priests, Adhvaryu and Hotr , — 
Of these two alternatives, if (according to the first alternative) the Adhvafyu 
and other priests were to have the expiatory offering made by distinct 
priests of their own, then on account of the former occupying, as they do, 
a very subordinate position at the whole performance, could not obtain the 
fruits of the action ; and what would be done on behalf of the priests could 
not benefit the sacrificer at all. For those reasons, wo conclude that the 
expiatory offering should not be offered at the vomiting by the priests. 

SUTRA ( 36 ). 

Also because we find indicatives (to the same effect). 

Bhdsya. ‘ 

There is a text indicative of the fact that tho offering is to bo made 
on behalf of tho vomiting Sacrificer. — ‘‘ How ? ” —The text is — ‘ Somapi- 
ihena vd eaa vyrdhyate yah aotnam vamati ’ [‘If one vomits Soma, ho is 
ruined ’] ; — this means that when the Sotna loses its sanctity (by the vomit- 
ing) the sacrificial performance of the Sacrificer becomes defective and thereby 
he is ruined ; — now this ‘ ruin * could never be that of tho Priest. If it 
were meant to apply to the case of vomiting by the Priests, then the form 
of the text speaking of the vomiting would have been (‘ that sacrificer is 
ruined) whoae prieata vomit the Soma ’, not ‘ he who vomits the Soma \ — 
From all this also we conclude that the offering (in question) to Soma-Indra 
should be made when the Soma is vomited by the aacrificer. 



ADHiKABAHirA (14) : Out of the ‘ Cake baked on Eight 
Pans ’ dedicated to Agni, only ‘ two slices ’ are 
to he offered. 

SOTRA (37). 

[PObvapak§a] — “ The entire substance should be offered, 

AS IT IS MEANT FOR THAT PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Daraha-Purnamdaa sacrificed ; in connection with these^ 
wo read — ‘ Yada^/n^yo'apdkapdlo^mdvdaydydm paurmimdaydnchdchyiUo bha- 
vatV ['The Cake baked upon eight pans dedicated to Agni is never absent 
at the Amdvdayd and the Paunyirndal sacrifices ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 3). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the entire substance 
(cake) to bo offered to Agni ? or only a little is to be offered and a little 
is to be retained ? 

On this question we liave the following Purvapakaa : — “ The entire 
auhaiance ahouM he offered ; — why ? — hecauae it ia meant for that purpose ; 
the injunction on the point is that ‘The Cake should be made dgneya (de- 
dicated to Agnl^ ’ ; hence the whole of it should be offered.” 

SCTRA (38). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as what is laid down as to be offered 
LS A ‘ slice/ there MUST BE A REMNANT. 

Bhdsya, 

' Niravaddna' stands for '‘niakraya avaddna\ i.e. ‘offering after being 
sliced out ’ ; and it is this ‘ sliced offering ’ that is laid down in the text, 
‘ Out of the substance, one should make two slices for offering ’ ; there is 
another text also, to the effect that ‘ one should offer into the Fire an offering 
consisting of two slices.’ — From all this it is clear that onl5^ ‘ two slices ’ 
have to be offered and the rest is to be retained. 

SUTRA (39). 

[Objection] — “ What is laid down in these texts is only 

the method (of making the offering) ; IN reality the whole 
OF the substance is meant to be offered.” 

Bhdsya, 

” It is not meant that only ‘ two slices * should be offered ; wMat is 
meant is that * the substance to be offered should be prepared (sanctified) 
by slicing it twice * ; so that all that is enjoined by the texts quoted is that 
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‘ the substance to be offered should he sliced twice ’ ; and it is not meant that 
what is not ‘ sliced twice ’ should not be offered. Hence the only right 
coiurse to adopt is that the whole of the Cake should bo offered, -none other.” 

SOTRA (40). 

[Answer] — The offering should be done once only, as the 

ACTION (of ‘offering’) WILL HAVE BEEN ACCOMPLISHED (BY 
that SIMPLE OFFERING) ; SPECIALLY AS THE SUBSTANCE 
IS ONLY SUBSERVIENT (TO THE ACT OF ‘ OFFERING ’). 

Bhdsya. 

Answer — When the substance to be offered has been declared to be that 
which is qualified by ‘double slicing’, then by the offering of that ‘double- 
sliced * substance, all that is declared has been accomplished, and in reality 
there is no substance loft (of what has })een declared to be meant to bo 
offered) ; and hence the off(iring should not be repeated. -Why so ? Because 
the substance is meant only to subserve the purpose of accomplishing the 
offering ; and it is not that the substance must bo brought into contact 
with the offering. If it woro incumbent upon us to bring the substance 
into contact with the offering, then, it might be conceded that, even 
after the ‘double-sliced * substance has been offered, there is some of the sub- 
stance left which should bo brought into contact with the act of offering ; so 
that for this pirrpose the offering may have to bo repeated. As a matter of 
fact, however, the acA> of offering is there, not for the purpose that the sub- 
stance may be brought into contact with it, — but in reality it is the sub- 
stance that is subservient to the offering; i.o. the substance is taken away 
only for the pinpose of accomplishing the act of offering. Consequently, 
when the offering has been accomplished (by the offering of the ‘double- 
sliced ’ cake), and the man’s purpose has boon fulfilled, it is not necessary 
that the primary act (of offering) should bo repeated, simply for the sake of 
the substance (that may have been loft after the ‘ double-sliced ’ offering has 
been made). 

Qiiestion — “ Why should the substance bo regarded as not predominant ^ 
and hence not necessitating the repetition of the act of offering ? ” 

Answer — Because the result follows from the offering; and also be- 
cause of the maxim that ‘ when an already accomplished entity is spoken 
of along with an entity still to be accomplished, the former is to bo taken 
as mentioned for the purposes of the latter ’. — Nor does the substance accord 
any perceptible help to the offering. — From all this it follows that a rem- 
nant is to be kept after the. ‘ double-sliced ’ substance has been offered. 

It has been argued that — “ in view of the substance being spoken of 
(in the text) as ‘ dgnAya ’ (dedicated to Agni), — it must be admitted that the 
whole of it should be offered (to Agni) ”. — But in this view, the connection of 
the whole srjihstance with the offering would be based upon Inference ; that of 
the ‘ double-sliced substance ’, on the other hand, is based upon the directly 
perceived text. — Further, the nominal affix (' dhak\ in the term *dgneya' 
Medicated to Agni’) would be applicable also when the whole of the sub- 
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Stance is not offered, — in the sense that ‘ the substance to be offered to Agni 
is to be taken out of the Cake * (which, on that account is called agn^ya *, 
‘ dedicated to Agni *). ‘ Agniya * is a generic term, while the term ‘ double- 

sliced ’ in the sentence ‘ the double -sliced substance is to be offered ’ is a 
particular term [and there is thus no incongruity in the term ‘ dgnbya 

From all this it follows that some portion of the substance is to be 
retained. 

SUTRA (41). 

Also because we find the ‘remnant’ spoken of (in the Veda). 

Bhdsya, 

We actually find the ‘ remnant * (of the Cake) spoken of in such texts 
as — ‘ One should slice the Ida out of the remnant \ ‘ one should make the 
Stnstakrt offering out of the remruinl * ; [which is a clear indication of the 
fact that only a portion of the Cake is to bo actually offered to Agniy and a 
portion is to be retained as the ‘ remnant * to be used for various pur- 



Adhikaeaija ( 15 ) : The ‘ Svistakrt" offering is to be 
made out of the Remnants of all the substances used 
at the Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (42). 

[PCRVAPAKgA] — “I nasmuch as they are not the motive fob 

THE ADMITTING OF THE SUBSTANCES, THE ReMN ANT -OFFERINGS 
SHOULD BE MADE OUT OF A SINGLE SUBSTANCE ; SPECIALLY 

AS THE Remnant is only a secondary factor.” 

Bhd^ya. 

There are the Daraha-Punmmdsa sacrifices ; at these there are some 
doings with the remnants of the offering-substances, — such doings, for in- 
stance, as the offerings of the ‘/dri’, the ^ Prdahitra^ and the * Sviapakrt'. 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are these doings to be 
done with the remnants of each of the substances offered at the sacrifice ? 
or with the remnant of only one of them ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa — “ Imiamuch aa 
they are not the motive for the admitting of the aubatancea, the Remnant-offeringa 
ahovUd be made out of a aingle substance ; — that is to say, what may be done 
with the Remnants does not tend to eidmit the substances [i.e. substances 
are brought into a sacrificial performance, not because the Remnant-offerings 
have to be made out of them, but because the main sacrificial offerings are 
made out of them, and the offering of the Remnant is only for a secondary 
purpose]; if the substances had come in simply for the purpose of the rem- 
nant-offerings being made out of them, then, without doubt, the Remnant - 
offerings would have been made out of all the substances itsed ; as a matter 
of fact, however, the substances are brought in for a different purpose (i.e. 
for the purpose of the making of the main sacrificial offerings) ; and as such 
they need not necessarily be used for purposes of the remnant -offerings ; 
in fact, on account of all the substancas being near to hand, the remnant - 
offerings may be made out of any one of them; because the remnant is 
only a means of the offerings (and hence a secondary factor).” 

StJTRA (43). 

[PGrvapak^a concluded] — “Also because the embellish- 
ment IS ACCOMPLISHED (BY A SINGLE OFFERING).” 

Bhd^ya. 

As a matter of fact, the embellishment of the primary act (which is 
the sCle purpose of the offering of Remnants) is accomplished by a single 
Remnant-offering ; in view of this fact, offerings should not be made out 
of any other remnant.” 
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StJTRA (44). 

[SlDDHANTA] — 1N BBALITY, THBY SHOULD BE MADE OUT OF ALL THE 
SUBSTA^irOES, BECAUSE THE MOTIVE IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN ALL, 

AND BECAUSE THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOR THE SAKE OF THE 

SUBSTANCES. 

Bhd§ya, 

In reality, the Remnant-offerings should he made out of all the substances 
(used at the sacrifice) ; — why ? — because the motive is equally present in all ; iie. 
the reason that there is for the making of the remnant-offering out of one 
substance is present in the case of all the substances ; — hence a remnant has 
to be secured of all ; that substance of which no remnant is secured, re- 
mains deprived of that embellishment which is brought about by the offering. 
— ^For all these reasons remnant-offerings should be made out of all the 
substances. 

SOTRA (45). 

Also because we find indicatives. 


We find texts also indicative of the same conclusion ; e.g. — ‘ 
val svistakrtamabruvan havyam no vaha Ui ; sobra'iM varam vfryai ; bhdyo 
me'tlvUi ; vrndsvUi te * bruvan ; sobravit uttardrdhddeva mahyam sakrt sakrda- 
vadadydt ’ L'l’h® deities said to Svistakrt — ‘ carry to us our offerings * ; he 
said — I would ask for the boon that I may receive a share of the offerings * ; 
they said — ‘ Do ask for it * ; — ^he said — ‘ One should make an offering to me, 
one by one, out of the latter half *] ; — ^here the term ‘ sakrt ’ has been re- 
peated ; which shows that the offerings have to bo made out of every one 
of the Remnants. 
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Adhikabai^a ( 16): In the event of the Remnant- 
offerings being made out of a single substance, they 
should he made out of the first Remnant. 

SCTRA (46). 

[PObvapak^a] — “Ip the Bemnant-oppebing is to be done out 

OF ONLY ONE SUBSTANCE, ONE MAY DO AS ONE LIKES (OPPEBINO 
IT OUT OF ANY SUBSTANCE HE LIKES), AS THEBE CAN 
BE NO DISTINCTION AMONG THEM. 

Bhd§ya. 

This is a hypothetical discussion ; the question being — In case the rem- 
nant-offerings wore to be made out of a single substance [which we have 
just decided cannot be done] — ^what is to be done ? can the offerings be 
made out of any one of the substances one likes ? or are they to be made 
out of the first one ? 

The Purvapak^a view is that — “ it may be made out of any substance 
one likes ; —why ? — because wo do not find any ground for distinction 
among them; hence there can be no hard and fast rule as to the substance 
out of which the single offering is to be made.” 

StJTRA (47). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the offering should be made out 

OF THE FIRST SUBSTANCE, BECAUSE OF ITS PRIORITY IN TIME. 


The Remnant -offerings should be made out of the remnant of tho first 
(i.e. principal) substance ; — why ? — because of its priority in tirm. As it is 
the first in point of time, if one were to make the offerings out of it, there 
would be no absence of the requisite conditions ; so that when the conditions 
would be there, it is only right that what is conditional on those conditions 
should bo done ; as regards the second and other substances, on the other 
hand, when the offerings would have been once made out of the first sub- 
stance, the necessary conditions would cease to exist ; and hence the offerings 
would not be made out of these. — For all these reasons, the offerings should 
be made out of the remnant of the first substance. 



ADHiKARAilirA (17) : The division of the cake is for the 
purposes of ‘ Eating \ 

SUTRA (48). 

fPtJBVAPAKSA] — ‘‘ Inasmuch as we do not find any mention op 

‘ EaTIJJO THE TEBM INDICATING ‘ GIVING ’ SHOULD BE TAKEN 
IN THE SENSE OF ‘INDUCEMENT FOB SBBVICE 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha-PUrnarndm, we read — ‘ Idam brahmanah, 
idam hotuh, idamadhvaryoh, idamagnldhah [‘This is for the J3mfe?nan -priest, 
this for the Efo<r-priest, this for the Ad-hvaryu-pTiest, this for the Agnld- 
priest *] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 8. 8). [The Cake having been divided into four 
parts, each part is assigned to each of the four principal priests, with the 
words heroin prescribed.] 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is this assignment of shares 
for the pmpose of inducement for willing service ? or for the purpose 
of ‘ eating ’ ? 

The Purvapahaa view is that — “ the assignment of shares is for 
the purpose of inducement for willing service ; — why 1— ^because we find- no 
mention of the ‘ eating ’ ; we find no such word as * it should bo eaten ’ ; 
and it is as wrong to do what is not enjoined in the Voda as to omit what 
ia enjoined ; —and we find that the parts are given to those who have ren- 
dered service (at the performance) ; — hence it follows that the assignment in 
question is for the purpose of inducement for willing service.** 

SUTRA (49). 

[POrvapak^a conchidedi] — “Also because it has been 

EULOGISED AS SUCH.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The assignment of shares in question wo find eulogised as the * sacri- 
iioial fee *, in tJie text — ‘ Ead vai dnrahapurnamdaayordakaind ’ ; from this 
also we conclude that (like the sacrificial fee) this assignment also is for 
the purpose of inducement for service.** 

SUTRA (50). 

[SiDDHANTA] — T hB ASSIGNMENT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS BEING FOB 

THE PUBPOSB OF ‘ EaTING ’ ; BECAUSE AS BEGABDS THB SUB- 
STANCE (Cake), thebe is equality (between the Priests 

AND the SACBIFICER, IN SO FAR AS THE OWNERSHIP 
.OF THE SUBSTANCE IS CONCERNED). 

Bhdsya, • 

The assignment of shares must be taken as being for the purpose of 
‘ eating ’ “ why ? ** — ^because there can be na ‘ giving ’ in the cose. — 
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“ Why not ? ** — ^Because it ia only the owner of a thing that can give it, 
not one who is not its owner. — “ Why is there no ownership in this oase ? 
— Because as a matter of fact, the substance (Cake) has been already de* 
dicated by the sacrificer to a particular Deity with the terms ' this ia for 
such and such a deity ’ ; and when a thing has been so dedicated to a deity, 
cultured people no longer treat it as their own,* Consequently if the sacri* 
doer follows this custom of cultured people, he could not have any ownership 
over the cake (so dedicated). And thus [since he has no ownership ovpr it, 
it cannot be given away by him, and] it cannot therefore serve the purpose 
of securing the services (of the priests). 

It has been argued that — “ nowhere do we find any such expression 
as that the shares ahoidd he etUen, and there is as much harm in doing what 
is rwt enjoined as there is in omitting to do what is enjoined — Our answer 
to this is as follows: — When the sacrificer pronounces the words ‘this for 
the Brahman -Priest * and so forth (when assigning the parts of the Cake), 
some sort of connection is established between the shares and the Brahman 
and other priests ; — in this connection, either the shares would benefit the 
Brahman and other priests, or the Brahman and other priests would benefit 
the shcbres; — as a matter of fact, however, we do not find any perceptible 
benefit being conferred by the Brahman and. other priests upon the shares ; 
— on the other hand, it is possible for some benefit to be conferred on the 
Brahman and other priests by the shares when these latter are eaten ; — 
hence we conclude that the assignment of the shares is for the purpose of 
eating. — “ What is the benefit (that could be conferred by the shares on 
the priests) ? ” — When the Priests have their hunger satisfied by the eating 
of the Cake, they acquire the strength necessary for the completing of the 
remaining part of the sacrificial performance. 


SUTRA (51). 

As FOR THE ECTLOGISING OF ‘ GIVING ’ (AS BEING THE SACRIFICIAL 
FEE), THAT IS DUE TO THE ASSIGNMENT. 

Bhdsya, 

As regards the eulogising of the assignment of shares as ‘ the sacrificial 
fee ’ , this is due to the fact of ‘ assignment *, which is common (to the as- 
signment of the shares of the Cake and the assignment of shares in the 
sacrificial foe) ; hence the eulogy would be applicable to the assignment of 
shares in question, even when it is not for the purpose of securing the service 
(of the Priests). 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya III, 



ADHYAYA III. 

PADA V. 

Adhikaba^a (1): The ‘Remnant-offerings to Svistakrt 
and others should not be done out of Clarified Butter. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PCrvapak§a] — “ The Remnant-offebinq should be made out of 
Clarified Butter also ; because it has been laid down in 
connection with all substances.” 


[We now proceed to deal with the exception to the general law propounded in 
Su. 44 of the last Pada — that the Remnant-offerings are to be made out of all the 
substances used at the sacrifice -TarUravdrtika,'] » 

In connection with the Daraha-Pnrr^amdaa, we read — ‘ UUardrdhat 
sviapakrie aamavadyaii' [‘Offers to Svistakrt out of the latter half *] (of. 
Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 6. 6) ; and again — ‘ I^mupahvayati * [‘ He invokes the 
*] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 7. 3) ; and similarly other doings with RemnarUa. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are the 8viffakrt and 
7(Id offerings to be made out of the remnant of the Clarified Butter used at 
the Updmahu-ydja — or not ? 

On this question wo have the following Purmpak§a — “The said 
acts are to be done ; — ^why ? — hecauae it haa been laid down in connection 
with all aubstancea; that is, inasmuch as all the substances are mentioned 
in a common context, the remnant-rites should be performed out of all 
of them. Further, the term ‘ all ’ has been actually used in this connection, 
in the text *Tadyal aarvebhyo havirbhyah aamavadyati* [‘One offers it out 
of all the offering -substances -From all this it follows that the remnant- 
rites are performed out of the Clarified Butter also.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[PtJRVAPAK^A corUimted ] — “ Also because of the reason [of 
THE offering, BEING APPLICABLE TO ALL SUBSTANCES]. 


*<The reason for the Remnant-offerings to Sviafakfl has been described 
in the text — ‘The deities said to Sviapdlcft — please carry our offerings; 
he said — I would ask for the boon that shares at sacrifices may be assigned 
to me; they said — ask for it; then Svippakrt said — People should offer to 
me out of the latter half ’ ; — the reason that is described in this com- 
mendatory passage applies equally to Clarified Butter and other substances. 
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Consequently the remnant-offerings should be made out of Clarified 
Butter.** 

SCTRA (3). 

[PCrvapak§a c&n;tirmed ] — “ (Thirdly), because in connection 

WITH ONE SACRIFICE, THE TERM ‘ SaMAVATTA * (‘ CONJOINTLY 
SLICED*) IS FOUND.” 

Bhdsya. 

“In connection with the ‘Cooked Rice’ dedicated to Aditya at the 
Prdyaniya sacrifice, we find the text ‘ Agnayl aviafakrtS aamavadyati * [‘ For 
Agni-Svippakrt, one should offer what has been conjointly sliced ’] (Taitti. 
Brfi. 1. 7*. 4, 4). As a matter of fact, when an offeriixg is made out of a 
single substance — Ajya (Clarified Butter) for instance, it is spoken of by 
means of the word ‘ avadyati ’ (ali^iea, for offering), — and when the term ‘ aama- 
vadyaiV alicea conjointly') is used, it means that it is a mixed offering 
consisting of portions ‘ sliced ’ out of more than one substance. — Such being 
the case and the meaning of the text being that the offering to AgniSm^takrt 
should consist of what has been ‘conjointly sliced*, the procedure adopted 
at the Prdyamya sacrifice would be correct only if (in addition to the portion 
sliced out of the Cooked. Rice) a ‘ slice * were also cut out of the darified 
BuUer , — the use of which at the Prdyaifiya would come in (from the Vpdm- 
ahuydja^ pf which the Prdyaifiya is a ‘modification’) under the general 
law (that ‘the modification is to be performed in the same manner as 
the Original Archetype ’), — as it is only thus that there would be an offering 
consisting of the pieces ‘ sliced conjointly ’ (out of the two substances. 
Cooked Rice and Clarified BvUer), If this were not done (and if no portion 
of the Clarified Butter were sliced out for offering), then the only ‘ slice * 
cut out for offering would bo from the single substance. Cooked. Rice^ and 
if this were what is meant, then the term used in the text would have been 
‘ avadyati * (simply ‘ slices out for offering not ‘ aamavadyati ’, ‘ slices out 
conjointly ’, as we actually find it). [For this reason also the Remnant- 
offering should be made out of the Clarified Butter,]" 

SUTRA (4). 

[PCrvapak§a concluded] — “Lastly, because a commendatory 

DECLARATION RELATINQ TO THE OFFERING TO ‘ Svi^TAKRT ’ 
ACTUALLY REFERS TO THE CLARIFIED BuTTBR.” 

Bhdaya. 

We have the following commendatory declaration relating to the 
offering to Svi^f^krt, which refers to the Clarified Butter contained in the . 
D^mvd-vessel : — ‘ Avaddya avaddya dhruvdm praiyahhighdrayaU^ avififokji^ 
avaddya na dhruvdm pratyahhighdrayedi, na hi Uxtah param dhutim yakpyan 
bhavati * [‘ After each offering, one should pour back the Butter-remnant 
into the Dhri^ vessel; but after having made the offering to Svigfahfif 
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he need not pour back any remnant into the Dhruvd’Veaael ; as there is no 
other offering to be made after the oftering to Svisfakrt — ^This passage 
explains the purpose for which the remnant is poured back into the vessel, — 
and this purpose clearly is that another offering is going to be made out of 
the remnants thus collected in the Dhruva-wesael ; this is f\u*ther confirmed 
by the statement that after the offering to Sviatakrt, there is to be no such 
pouring hcu^k^ as after that, there are no other offerings to be made. — All 
this goes to show that there is pouring back of the Clarified Butter into the 
vessel only for the purpose of making the remnant-offering to Sviftakrt 
[Thus it is clear from this also that the remnant-offering has to be made but 
of the Clarified Butter, 

SUTRA (5). 

» 

[Siddhanta] — ^This (remnant-offerino out of the clarified 
butter) could not be done, as there can be no ‘ REMNANT ’ 

IN THIS CASE ; and THIS ABSENCE OF ‘ REMNANT ’ WOULD 
BE DUE TO THE FACT THAT ALL THE CLARIFIED BUTTER 
WOULD HAVE BEEN TAKEN UP (BY THE 
OTHER offerings). 


It is not possible that there should be Sviptakrt and Idd-offeringa made 
out of the Clarified Butter contained in the Dhruva-vossel. — “ Why ? ” — 
Because there can be no remnant in this case. — “ Why cannot there be a 
remnant in this case ? ” — Because all the Clarified Bulter would have been 
taken up (by the mam offerings). 

SUTRA (6). 

What may have been left in the Dhruva -vessel cannot be 

TREATED AS A ‘ REMNANT AS THE BUTTER IN THAT VESSEL IS 
MEANT FOR SEVERAL PURPOSES IN COMMON. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ The Clarified Butter that had been secured for 
the Upamshuyaja, — out of that some would be left over in the Dhruva- 
vessel ; and this could be treated as the * remnant ’ (out of which the offering 
to Sviatakft could be made).” 

That cannot be ; aa what is contained in the Dhruva is meant for several 
purposes in common^ — lor instance, for being offered at the Updmshuydja 
and for several other purposes ; in fact Clarified Butter is required for 
all those actions where the sacrifice is performed by means of that Butter ; 
and at whatever action Clarified Butter has to be used, at each pne of 
these it has to be brought in and * prepared \ Hence the Clarified Butter 
in the Dhruva vessel is meant for all these several purposes. In fact 
this is clearly _ indicated by the Vedio text also — ‘ Sarvaamai vd yajhdya 
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^rhyaJUt yad dhruvdydm djyam ’ [* The Clarified Butter in the Dhruvd is 
what is brought in for all sacrifices *] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 6. 6). — “ What if it 
is so ? ” — If the Clarified Butter collected in the Dhruvd for the purpose 
of the Updmahuydja is meant for several purposes in common, — ^then, 
even after the completion of the Updmahuydja^ there would be other 
purposes to be served by it ; hence it cannot be regarded as something to 
be ‘ disposed of * (as no longer required) ; it is only when a thing has served 
all its purposes and is only causing confusion by remaining there, that 
it has to be ‘ disposed of \ In some cases, when a thing has to be ‘ dis- 
posed of *, it is declared that it should be ‘ disposed of ’ in such and such a 
manner. When however a thing brought in has still some use, it cannot 
be regarded as to be ‘ disposed of Consequently after the Updmahuydja 
has been performed, and even after the offering to Sviaiakrt has been made, 
the Clarifi^ Butter left in the Dhruvd cannot be treated as ‘ remnant ’ 
and as such, something to be ‘ disposed of ’ — [and the offering of the rem- 
nant is nothing more than a ‘disposal’ of what is no longer required]. — 
As analogous to this we have the case where rice for several persons has 
been cooked in a single vessel, — if one of them has eaten out of it, what 
remains in the vessel is not treated as ‘ remnant ’ (or leavings) to be given 
away to dependants ; because it has still got to serve other purposes (i.e. 
the remaining persons are still there to eat it). Exactly similar is the 
case of the susbstance. Clarified Butter, left after the Updmahuydja [which, 
having been got together for use at several actions, cannot, after the com- 
pletion of the Updmahuydja only, be treated as * remnant ’ and ‘ disposed 
of * as such by being offered as ‘ remnant-offering *]. 

Says the Opponent — “ [If the Clarified Butter in the Z)^mm-vessel 
cannot be offered as ‘ remnant’, then] there would a ‘remnant’ of Clarified 
Butter in the Juhu, as in the Cupa, i.e. as there is of Soma in the Ladles and 
Cups, according to injunctions.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Sutra — 


SUTRA (7). 

What has been collected in the Juh(T -vessel is all 

CONNECTED WITH A PARTICULAR OBLATION. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been explained that there can be no ‘ remnant ’ of the Updmahuydja 
in the Dhruvd, because the Clarified Butter got together for this sacrifice 
is meant in common for several actions. — Now the question is put — ‘‘why 
cannot the remnant-offering be made out of the Clarified Butter left in the 
Ji/Au-vessel, — in the same manner as there is remnant (of Soma) in the ladle 
where it had been taken up for being offered into the fire ? ” — Our answer 
to this is that what haa been collected in the Juhu-veaael ia aU connected with a 
partietda/r obkulon, and hence (as the whole of it will have been offered away) 
there would be no ‘ remnant * in it. 
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SUTRA (8). 

“ It may be as in the Ladle ”, — this is ubged [the answer 

WOULD BE AS IN THE FOLLOWING StJTBA]. 

Bhdaya, 

This argument, urged by the opponent, has got to be refuted. (This 
is done in the following Sutra ) — 

SUTRA (9). 

That cannot be ; because (in the case of the Soma), thebe is an 

INFRINGEMENT OF AN INJUNCTION (iF ALL THE SOMA IS OFFERED 
away), and ALSO BECAUSE IT (THE POURING OF THE SOMA INTO 
THE CUPS AND VESSELS) IS MEANT TO BE ONLY A PRE- 
PARATION OF AN OFFERING-MATERIAL. [FOR THESE 
TWO REASONS, THE WHOLE OF THE SOMA- 
JUICE IS NOT OFFERED AWAY.] 

Bhdsya. 

The case of the Clarified Butter in the Juhu is not analogous to that 
of the Soma in the cups and vessels. In the case of the latter [if all the 
Soma were offered away in oblations], there would be an infringement of 
the injunction ‘ SornasyagnirmhUyariuvcisatkaroti ’ (Aitareya Bra. 3. 6). 
[which lays down an oblation to be offered later on]. — Then again, in regard 
to the pouring of the Soma into the cups and vessels, all that such texts 
as — ‘ Aindravdyavam grhvati ’ [‘ should hold the cups dedicated to Indra- 

Vdyu ’] lay down is the mere holding^ not holding accompanied by offering 

as oblations ; and all that is meant by this holding is that the Soma is pre- 
pared as an offering-material. — [For these two reasons, there is no offering 
of all the Soma in the cups and vessels] ; [and hence ‘ remnant ’ becomes 
possible]. — In the case of the Clarified Butter on the other hand, what is 
laid down is the offering of it as an oblation, in such texts as ‘ ChaturgrhUam 
juhoti^ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 1. 1. 1) — [Hence in this case all the Butter in the 
Juhu is offered away ; and hence there can be no remnant.] 

SUTRA (10). 

The term ‘ all ’ refers to what is there ; as what is laid 
DOWN CAN pertain ONLY TO SUCH THINGS AS ARE IN 
EXISTENCE. 

Bhdsya. 

• 

It has been argued (under Su. 1) that — “ the text has laid down that 
' the slicing is done for offering out of all substances * [and hence the rem- 
nant-offering should be done out of the Clarified Butter also].*’ — Our answer 
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to this is as follows : — What is declared in the text refers to only such 
' remnants * of substances as are there already ^ and not to all substances 
without any qualification ; the meaning thus is that * the slicing is to be 
done out of such remnants as are already there ’ ; just as when it is said 
‘ all the rice % or ‘ all the Br&hmanas have eaten ’ — ^the term ‘ all * refers 
to such rice and such BrAhmanas, as may be there (and it cannot refer to all 
the rice, or all the Brahmanas, in the world) ; — similarly in the case in question 
(‘ all substances ’ stands for all those of which remnants may be actually 
there) [and eis there is no remnant of the Clarified Buttw, there could not be 
any remnant-offering out of it]. 


SUTRA (11). 

The indicative text refers to the mixture op genuses. 


It has been argued (under Su. 3) that “ the use of the term ‘ conjoint 
(mixed) slicing * would not be applicable if no slicing for offering were made 
out of the Clarified Butter, brought in in accordance with the general law 
that ‘the modification is to be done in the same manner as the original 
sacrifice — ^The answer to this is as follows : — Even though there may 
not be any remnant-offering out of the Clarified Butter, the term ‘ mixed 
slicing’ would be quite applicable, as referring to the particular genuses, — 
i.e. as referring to the genus ‘rice’ and the genus ‘Clarified Butter’ [as 
mixed up in the ‘ Cooked Rice ’, in which there is both ‘ Rice ’ and ‘ Clarified 
Batter ’ ; hence when a slice is cut out of this ‘ Cooked Rice ’, there is a 
mixed slicitk^ of both Rice and Butter ; this mention of ‘ mixed slicing * 
therefore cannot indicate the poasibility of a slicing out of the pure and 
simple Clarified Butter by itself]. — ^^It is possible to take the term in this 
sense, as what is stated is a mere reiterative declaration, and it is open to 
us to take such a declaration in any sense that may be reasonably suitable. 

SUTRA (12). 

The last text (quoted by the POrvapaksin) only means 

THAT THE VESSEL SHOULD NOT BE ENTIRELY EMPTY. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued above (under Su. 4) that — “ there is a text which 
indicates that there should be pouring back of Clarified Butter into the 
Dhruvd [and there would be this ‘ remnant ’ available for making thd 
remnant-offering].” — ^The answer to this is that the Butter that may be 
thus poured back is not for the purpose of making the remnant -^offering to 
Svifitykfi, because there would be no ‘ remnant * at all in the case ; as has 
been already explained (under Su. 5). Hence the meaning of the text 
quoted under SQ. 4 is as follows : — ‘ Under the impression that no more 
oblations are going to be offered out of it, the Dhruva should not be emptied/ 
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~if there were another oblation to be poured out of the Dhruvd, then, in 
the event of more clarified butter being poured back into the Dhruva, the 
Dhruvd would be empty. What the sentence ‘ no more oblations are going 
to be offered out of it ’ means is that so long as there is an oblation still 
to be offered out of the Dhruvd^ it should not be emptied (and it should con- 
tinue to be refilled by pouring back Butter into it) ; but if no butter were 
poured back into it after each offering, the Dhruvd would become empty ; 
and it should not become empty [so long as there is another oblation to 
be offered out of it] ; but as soon as there remains no other oblation to b 3 
offered out of it, what would be the use of pouring back any more Clarified 
Butter into it ? 



Adhikabai^a (2) : At the * Sakampraathetyya ’ also there 
is to he no ^ remnant-offering 

StJTRA (13). 

At the ‘ SakampbasthIyya ’ saorifiob also, the offebino to 

Svi9TAK|tT SHOULD BE AS IN THE AFOBESAID CASE. 

Bhdaya, 

In connection with the Darsh^i-Purnamasaf we read — " Sdkamprastha- 
y ifina yaj^ta^ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 4. 3). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the remnant-offering 
connected with Sviptakrt and 7dd to be made at this sacrifice, or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that “ the offering is to be made ; — why ? — 
because the Sdkamprasthdyya is a modification of the Darsha-Purrtanjdsa 
(at which the said offering is made, and the modification has to be performed 
like its original archetype).” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — The said offering 
is not to be made at the Sdkamprasthdyya : — ^why ? -became there is no rem- 
nant, there being no remnant on account of the whole of the substance having 
been taken up (Su. 6). — “ How is that ? ” — In connection with the sacrifice 
in question, we read — ‘ Ajyahhdgdbhydm pracharydgnJtylna cha puro^dshbna 
agnidhre srucham praddya saha kurnbhlbhirabhikrdman aha * [‘ After having 
made the offerings of Clarified Butter and the Cake dedicated to Agni, 
making over, to the Agnidhra Priest, the ladles and taking the Ku/mhhis with 
himself, he goes forward and says. • . • *] [which makes it clear that after the 
main Butter-offerings have been made, there is none of the Butter left there]. 
— ^Thus the conclusion is that there are to be no remnant-offerings at the 
Sdkamprasthdyya, 



Adhikaba^a (3) : There are to he no ‘ Remnant- 
offerings ’ at the SatUr&manl sacrifice. 

StJTEA (14). 

At the SAUTBiUAM SACBmOB ALSO [THEBE ABE TO BE KO 
‘ BEMNANT-OFFEBINOS ’] OTTT OF THE CUPS. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the SaiUrdmaM sacrifice, in connection with which certain 
* cups ’ (of Soma-juice) are mentioned as dedicated to Ashvina, to Sdrasvatl 
and to Indra, This sacridce is the ‘ modification* of a sacrifice {Jyotiftoma) 
at which the ‘remnant-offerings* are to be made; — consequently, according 
to the general law that ‘ the modification is to be performed in the manner 
of its original archetype *, it would appear to be necessary to make the 
‘ remnant-offerings * connected with Svia^krt and Ida. 

Now there arises the question- —Are the ‘ remnant-offerings * to be 
(ymitled at the Savtrdmai^l sacrifice, or not ? 

The Purvapakm view is that, in accordance with the general law (re- 
ferred to), the remnant-offerings should be made (not omitted). 

. In answer to this, we have the following 8iddhdnla~--At the SaiUrd- 
mam sacrifice also there are to be no remnant-offerings out of the cups (Su.)* 
— ^The particle ‘ cha ’ (‘ also *) serves to apply to this case all that has been 
urged in the foregoing two Adhikaranas. — “ Why should there be no such 
offering ? ” -Because there is no remnant , the absence of remnant being due 
to the whole of the substance having been taken up (Su. 5). 

At this sacrifice also, they proceed to offer oblations with the cups — 
for which purpose cups of milk and cups of wine are taken up ; and all the 
substance that is contained in these cups is taken up and verbally dedicated 
to their respective deities ; as is laid down in the text — ‘ Orhltdn grahdn rivija 
ddadate, dshvinamadhvaryuh, sdrasvatam brahma ^ aindram pratiprasthdUt 
[‘ The Priests take up the cups — the Adhvaryu takes up the cup dedicated to 
the Ashvins', the Brahman takes up that dedicated to Sarasvati^ and the 
Pratiprasthdtr takes up that dedicated to Indra *.] Thus the whole of the sub- 
stance is taken up by these oblations ; that the substance is to be offered 
in oblations is also laid down in the text — ‘ Uttare * gnau payograhdn juhvatu 
ddkfiff>l*gnau surdgrahdn juhvati * [‘ They offer the cups of milk into the 
Northern Fire, and the cups of wine into the Southern Fire *]. 

SUTRA (15). 

The mention of ‘ bemnant * also is to be taken as in the 

FBEVIOUS CASE. 

Bhd^ya. • 

This same conclusion (arrived at under Sff. 5) is supported by the 
mention of ‘ remnant in the text — * He should keep back a little, he should 
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not offer up the whole ’ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 2) ; this prohibition of the offermg 
of the whole would be explicable only if (without this prohibition) there 
were a possibility of the whole being offered. And it is on account of a distinct 
declaration that the remnant-offering * to Svisfakrt is not to be mader at 
this sacrifice, out of the remnant that has been kept back (in accordance 
with the prohibition just quoted) ; because a different use is laid down for 
that remnant in the text ‘ Brahmarkam pariknifiydt iichchheaanaaya pdtdram ’ 
(Tai. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 2.) [* He should engage a Brahmana who should drink 
the remnant*] [by whom the remnant is to be drunk, and not used as an 
offering to Sviatakrt], There is a similar use laid down for another remnant 
of the same kind in the text — ‘ ShafMritndydm vikadrayanti ’ [‘ They pour 
it into a hundred -holed jar’]. (Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 4.) 



Adhikabai^a (4) : At the * Sarvapr§(ha ’ Sacrifice, the 
‘ Remnant-offering ’ should he made only once. 

StJTRA (16). 

[PtJBVAPAK?A] — “ Though the substance is one, the ‘ remnant- 

offerings’ should be made with each of the acts (that 
GO to make up the Sarvaprstha sacrifice). 

Bhdsya, 

[We have dealt with cases where there is no ‘remnant-offering* to be made. 
We are now considering a case where there is a peculiarity regarding the remnant- 
offerings.] 

There is the * Sarvaprstha ’ sacrifice [consisting of several oblations 
offered to Indira in his various aspects] — spoken of in the texts — ‘ Indrdya 
raihantardya \ ‘ Indrdya vairupdya \ ‘ Indrdya vairdjdya \ ‘ Indrdya ahd- 
hvardya [Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 7. 2] ; — ^at this sacrifice, the Cake is the 
substance used in connection with all these several oblations in common. 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^Is the remnant-offering 
to Sviatakft to be done with each of these oblations ? Or, only once ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that, in view of the general law that ‘ the 
modification is to be performed in the same manner as its original Archet 3 rpe 
the offering should be made with each oblation, — oven though there is only 
one substance common to all the oblations, — as each oblation is a distinct 
act by itself.” 

SOTRA (17). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as there is no division (of the sub- 

stance, among the several oblations), there must be a 

COMMON ‘ remnant ’ FOR ALL [SO THAT THERE CAN BE 
ONLY ONE OFFERING OF THE ‘ REMNANT ’). 

Bhdsya. 

We assert that the ‘ remnant-offering should be made only once ’ : 6c- 
cauae there ia no diviaion of the aubatance among the aeveral ohlaliona ; as a 
matter of fact, portions of the Cake are not divided among the several obla- 
tions ; all that is said is that * the remnant-offering to Sviafakrt should be 
made out of the Uxtter half of the Cake’, — and of the Cake, there is only 
one ‘ latter half ’ ; so when an offering is made out of this * latter half \ 
it cannot be distinguished from the remnant of which oblation the offering has 
been made, and from the remnant of which it lias not been made. — Similarly 
in the case of the Ida offering also. — ^From all this it follows that the ’ rem- 
nant offering ’ should be made only once. 



Adhikabai^a (5) : In the case of the cup dedicated to 
Indra- VoLyu, there should he two ‘ Eatings ’ of 
the Remnant. 

SOTEA (18). 

In the case of the ocp dedicated to Indra- VI yd, thebe shodld 
BE AN ‘ Eating of Remnants ’ in connection with each 

OBLATION, — BY VIRTUE OF THE DIRECT INJUNCTION. 

Bhd^ya. 

[There are two ways of ‘ disposing of * the remnants of sacrificial materials : — 
(1) offering them into the Fire, to Svispakrt, and (2) eating them. We have hither- 
to dealt with the offering of remnants ; we are now going to deal with the ecUing 
of remnants. In the natural order this present Adhikararm should have come after 
the next — where the general question of the eating of Soma-remnants is dealt with, 
— ^yet the author has brought in this first, because, in a way, it is an exception to 
the foregoing Adhikaratia.l 

Thoro is the Jyotig^ma sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Jyotiatomina 
avargakdmo yajlta * ; [at this sacrifice, several cups and ladles are used ; each 
cup is dedicated to a distinct deity, and offered as such ; and the remnant 
left in the cup after the offering has been made, is subsequently ‘ eaten * (see 
next Adhikararyi) ; one of these cups is dedicated jointly to the two deities 
Indra and Fdi/t«] ; in regard to this cup dedicated to Indra’ Vdyu there arises 
the question -Is the eating of the remnant in this cup to bo done once, or 
twice ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that “ since the eating is meant to be an ‘ em- 
bellishment ’ for the Soma, it should be done once only 

As against this, the Siddhdnta is that in the case of the cup dedicated 
to Indra- Vdyu, the eating should be done twice ; — ^why ? — By virtue of the 
direct injunction ; we have the following injimction — ‘ Out of the cup dedi- 
cated to Indra-Vdyu, one should eat twice, and should make two Vagat- 
kdra offerings’ ; — and no burden can be too heavy to be borne by a direct 
injunction [hence in spite of all the argvunents urged in the foregoing Adhi^ 
kara^ an exception has to be made in the case of the cup dedicated to 
Indra-Vdyu]. 



Adhikaeaija (6) : In the case of ‘ 8oma\ there must 
be ‘ Eating of Remnants \ 

SUTRA (19). 

[PCrvapakj^a] — “In the case of Soma, there is no ‘Eating*, 

AS THERE IS NO INJUNCTION TO THAT EFFECT 
Rhdsya. 

In connection with the JyotiAtomaj there are several Soma-ohlationa 
laid down. — In regard to these, tliere arises the question — ^Is the remnant 
of these Soma-ohlaiiona to be eaten, or not ? 

The Purvapakm view is that “ there is no eating^ in the case of Soma ; — 
why ? — ^because there is no injunction to that effect ; and in the absence of an 
injunction it cannot be known for certain that there should be ‘ eating ’ ; 
hence the conclusion is that the remnant of Soma -oblations should not be 
eaten”. 

SUTRA (20). 

[SiddhantaJ — In reality, there should be ‘Eating’, because 

WE FIND A TEXT WHICH, THOUGH HAVING A DIFFERENT APPLICA- 
TION, IS INDICATIVE OF THE EATING. 

Rhdsya. 

There should be ‘ eating ’ ; as there is the following text, which, though 
having a different application, indioatos the 'eating ' — ' Sarvatah parihdra- 
mdshvinam hhakaayati hhak§itdpydyitdm8hcfha7nasdn dakpinasya/naso * 
val/imhe sddayanti ’ (see Taitti. Sam. 6, 4. 9. 4-6) [‘ lie takes round the 
cup dedicated to the Aahvins and eats it ; after the cups have been eaten 
and retilled, they deposit them on the prop of the cart to the south ’ |. — Unless 
there were ‘ eating ’ of Soma in general, such particular cases of ‘ eating ’ 
as are mentioned in this text could not be spoken of. 

SUTRA (21). 

In fact, the texts are direct injunctions, as they speak OF 

WHAT is not already KNOWN ; HENCE THE ‘ EaTING ’ WOULD 
BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH DIRECT INJUNCTIONS. 


Objection — What has been cited (in support of the eating) is only an 
indicative ; it is necessary to point to an injunction of it.” 

Answer — ^The texts that are cited as ‘ indications ’ may be treated 
as injunctions : For instance, the text, ' Sarvatah panhdramdahvmam bhak- 
fayaU, etcJ* (cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 4. 9. 4) actually enjoins a particular form of 
36 • 
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eating ; as this is something not already known, the sentence ca.nnot be 
taken as a mere reiterative reference to the * Eating *. In fact, if the text 
were taken as enjoining something not already known, it would serve a 
distinctly useful purpose. Thus then, there should be ‘ Eating ’ of Soma, 
only in cases in connection with which it is mentioned in the texts ; and 
in this there would not be any improper extension of the practice of eating. 



ADHiKABAilirA (7) : The ‘ Sor^-remnarU ’ should he eaten 
by the Priests holding the Cups. 

StJTRA (22). 

Out of the oups, there must be ‘ Eating because of the 

NAMES (given TO THE CUPS), — ^THE APPLICATION OF THE NAMES 
BEING BASED UPON THE FACT (OF ‘ EaTING ’ BEING 
DONE OUT OF THEM, BY THE PrIESTS). 


In connection with the Jyoti§toma, we read — ‘ PraUu hotibahch^iLmaaahi 
pm hrahmaiuiah, prodgdtrj^m, pra yajamdnasya, prayantu sad^iaydndm ’ 
[‘ Let the Hotfa cup come forward, also the BrahmarCa cup, the Udgdtra' 
cup, the YajamdnoL^a cup, and the Sadaayaa' cup 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is eating (of Soma) to bo 
done by those cup-owners, or not ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ it should not be done ; as it has just 
been pointed out that there should be no undue extension of the practice 
of eating 

On this we have the following SlddhdrUa-^Out of the cups, there should 
be ‘ eating ’ ; — ^why ? — becauae of the namea given to the cupa ; — ^i.e. the names 

* Hotuahdhmnaaah ’ (Hotr’s cup), * Bmhmanaahchamctaah ’ (Brahman’s cup), 
' Udgdtuahchamaaah' (Udgatr’s cup) clearly indicate that the particular 
cup is called ‘ hotuahdiarnaaah ’ because the Hotr Priest eata (literally ‘ alpa \ 

* chamati ’), shall eat, or has eaten, o\it of that cup ; if the Hotr Priest did 
not eat (or aip) out of it, it could not be " hotuahc^maaah ’ ; and from this 
it follows that he does oat out of it. [Similarly with the other names.] 

Says the Opponent — “ In what way does this Vindicative * (of the 
'eating’) operate?” 

It is operative through competency, we say. What the direction says is 
that ' the Hotuahehamaaa should come forward ’ ; now if the Hotr did not 
ea^ {chamit) out of it, then no such thing as the ' hotuahchatnaaah ’ (Hot^’s 
cup) would have the competency to ‘ come forward V — It would not do if the 
Hotf Priest were to * eat ’ rice or some such thing, as the cup in question 
is called the ' Soma-chamaaa', ^Soma-Q\ip\ Then again (the name cannot 
be regarded as indicative of ownership, because) as a matter of fact, the 
cup is the property, not of the Hotr priest, but of the Sacrificer ; all that the 
Hotf priest can do is to ‘ eat * out of it (by virtue of which it is called his 
‘ chamaaa ’, cup). — Further, if Soma is ‘eaten’ out of the cup [and not some 
other thing, like Rice'], then alone is it possible for further oblations to be 
offered with that cup ; because Soma is a sacred substance, hence*the eating 
of it does not pollute the' cup, and it is possible to offer subsequent oblations 
with it. — ” [In the case of other substances. Rice and the like also] it would 
be possible to offer oblations with a cup that is polluted, on the strength 
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of texts enjoining the offering of the oblations.’’ — ^But any such text could set 
aside the prohibitionjof using polluted cups only if there were no other way of 
eating out of the cups and also offering the oblations, without using polluted 
cups ; as a matter of fact, there is such a way, if the ‘ eating ’ out of the 
cup is of Smm (not of Rice or any such thing) [whereby, on account of the 
peculiar sanctity attacliing to the Soma, the cup is not polluted, and hence 
the offering of the subsequent oblations with it does not go against the 
prohibition of using polhUed cups]. — From all this it follows that the 8oma 
should bo eaten by those priests who hold the cups. 

Says the Opponent — “ [In the case of the eating of Rice and such things 
also] people could have recourse to scraping the cup and such other means 
(for removing the impurity attaching to the cup on account of the eating 
of Rice, etc.) [and then the cup, thus purified, could be used in offering the 
oblations] 

In that case the relationship (of the cup to the eating Priest) having 
ceased (by reason of the scraping of the portion touched by the eater’s lips), 
the cup would no longer be the same cup, it would become a totally different 
object. 

It is for this reason (that like the priests, the sacrificor also should eat 
the Soma out of the cup named after him) that the following text forbids 
the eating of Soma by a non-Brdhmana sacrificer — ‘ Sa yadi rdjanyam 
vaishyam vd ydjayet, sa yadi somam hibhakaayi§et nyagrodhastihhlrdhrtya 
tdh aampisya dadhani unmrjya Uxmaamal bhakaam prayachchhel, na somam ’ 
( Aita. Bra. 7. 30) [‘ If ho ofiiciatos at the sacrifice performed by a Ksattriya 
or a Vaishya, — ^and the sacrificor wishes to oat Soma, the priest should fetch 
the shoots of tlio banyan-tree, pound them and mix them up with curd, and 
then offer this to the sacrificor for eating, and not the Soma ’ | ; — this text 
clearly shows that there shall be omission of the eating of Soma (in the case 
of the non-lirdhmana sacrificer) ; now this fear of the non-Brahmana sacrificer 
eating Soma [without which there could be no. prohibition] could bo possible 
only if, as a rule, Soimi were meant to be eaten out of the cups by persons 
after whom the cups are named. — From all this wo conclude that there 
must bo eating of Soma by these persons out of the cups named after them. 



ADHiKABAiiirA (8) : The Soma is to he eaten by the 
‘ Udgatr ’ (charding) priests together with the 
‘ Svbrahmanya ’ Priest. 

SUTRA (23). 

[P(Jbvapak.sa (A)] — “ Only one person shall eat otjt op the 

* UdQATR’s cup,’ BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DIRECT ASSERTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text ‘ Jyoti§toimna 
9varga1cdmo yaj^ta ’ ;-^in connection with this sacrifice, we read * Praitu 
hotuahcharwiaah .pra iidgdtrrrmm\ — It has been decided in the fore- 

going Adhikarana that the eating out of the Cups is to be regulated by their 
names [i.e. the Hotr is to cat out of the ‘ Hotr’s cup’, the Brahman^ out of the 
‘ Brahman’s cup ’ and so on], — Now in connection with the cup named 
‘ Udgatr jriitdm cJiamasah ‘ the cup of the Udgatrs’, there arises the question 
— [There being only one priest of the name of ‘ Udgatr *] is the one Udgatr 
priest alone to oat out of this cup ? — or all the Priests ? — or all the Sdma- 
mdin priests, except the Svbrahmanya Priest ? — or all the Sdmavldin priests 
along with the Sttbrahmanya ? 

(A) On this question, we have the following view as the first Purva- 
paksa (A) — “ The. one Ud(fdtr priest alone is to eat out of it because sysh 
is the Direct Assertion ; — i.e. the Udgatr priest is the only person who is men- 
tioned in the name of the cup — -which has been called in the text as ‘ Ud- 
gdtrr7}dm chamasah ‘ the cup of the Udgdtrs — ‘ But in the text we have 
the Plural number, which means that several persons should eat.* — ^The answer 
to that is that it is true that the Plural number is found in the text, but 
that number appears as pertaining to the noun-base ‘ Udgatr * ; under the 
circumstances, if significance were meant to be attached to the Plural num- 
ber, then it would denote the plurality of Udgatr Priests ; as a matter of 
fact, however, there is only one Udgatr Priest ; — consequently, even though 
directly mentioned, the plurality could not bring about different (several) 
Udgatr Priests ; — hence it must be concluded that no significance is meant 
to be attached to the Plural niimber. — ^Then again, the notion that several 
persons should eat out of the cup could be got at only by Inference. — ‘ How ? ’ 
— ^It would be got at by means of the following inferential reasoning : — The 
Plural number is applied only to such noun-bases as denote several individ- 
uals, — in the case in question we find the Plural number applied to the 
.base ‘ Udgatr \ — Whence verily the cup must belong to several (Udgdtrs). — 
This is a purely inferential process. On the other hand, the fact that there 
is only one Udgdtf priest, — ^not even a second or a third — ^is directly per- 
ceptible. Perception is always more authoritative than Inference, ^ence 
the cup belongs to^— and is to be eaten out of, — ^by only one person, and 
that person, the one Udgdtf priest.'* 
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StJTRA (24). 

[PtJRVAPAK^A (B)J— “Or, all [the Priests should bat out of 
THE cup] ; because there is an indication of all.” 

Bhdaya, 

(B) — “ Or, all the priests should eat out of the Udgatf^cup, If the 
Udgdtr priest were the only one person to eat out of it, then the presence of the 
plural number (in ‘ iidgdtrnmm ’) would Imve to be regarded as a mistake ; 
specially as such plurality is neither referred to nor predicated. — ‘ In the 
event of all the priests eating out of the cup, the presence of the name of 
the Udgdtr -primt (in ‘ XJdgdtrnmra chamasah*) would have to be regarded 
as a mistake ’. — Our answer to that is that the term ‘ UdgdtrrfMm * may, in 
that case, be taken in a figurative sense, as standing for * the Udgatr-priest 
and the rest 


StJTRA (25). 

[PCrvapaksa (0)1 — “ Or, the hymn-chanters alone [should 

EAT OUT OF THE CUP] ; AS THE INDICATION IS OF THESE ALONE, 
SPECIALLY IN VIEW OF THE PRESENCE OF THE PlURAL 
NUMBER.” 


(C) — Says the Opponent to the Purvapakm (B) — “ It is not right that 
the cup should bo eaten out of by several persons. — Why ? — Because the 
connection of the term * Udgdtr ’ with ‘ Ghamasa ’ is indicated by a directly 
perceived ‘ sentence ’ ; — again, the connection of the Plural Number with 
the term ‘ Udgdtr * is shown by ‘ Direct Assertion * ; — no other Priest has 
any connection with the Plural Number ; — hence it is not right that the 
cup should be eaten out of by several persons including the Udgdtr as well 
as others (as held by PQrvapaksin B).” 

It is in answer to this that we have the Mrd Pdrvapdkaa (C) : — “ As a 
matter of fact, the term ‘ Udgdtr ’ is capable of expressing Plurality (and taking 
the Plural Number), through the particular action, — that of chanting , — ^the 
term ‘ Udgdtr * in the Plural literally denoting chanters ( Udgdyanti Ui Vd- 
gdtdrah). — “ Who are these several chanters (who are spoken of by the term 
‘ Udgdtrrr^&m ’ in the Plural) ? ’ — ^They are the three hymn-chanting 
priests — (1) Prastotr, (2) Udgdtr and (3) PreUihartr. Thus by reason of the 
presence of the Plural Number, we conclude that the term ‘ Udgdtr ’ (with 
the plural* Number) is meant to stand for those in whom the inferred 
action (of chanting) is present. In this manner, both the Plural Number and 
the term ‘ Udgdtf * become explicable. — ^For these reasons we conclude that 
the cup is to be eaten out of by the hymn-cJhantersy^ 
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StJTRA (26). 

[SiDDHiNTA] — ^I n fact, AUL (THB FOUR SAMAVEDIN PrIESTS, SHOULD 

BAT OUT OF THB CUP) *, BECAUSE THEY ARE ALL EQUALLY CON- 
NECTED WITH THB (SAMA) VbDA ; AND IT IS FOR A SPECIAL 
REASON THAT THB NAME (‘ UdoItr *) IS RESTRICTED TO 
ONE ONLY (of THE SAID FOUR SAMAVEDIN PRIESTS). 

All the SSmavedin priests — i.e. the three named above {Prastotr, Ud^dtr 
and PrcUihartr) along with the Suhrahmanya Priest — should eat out of the cup. 
— “ How so ? *’ — In answer to this, it will not be right to say — ‘ because 
they are connected with chanting ’ ; — why so ? — because connection with 

* Udgdna * (chanting) is something quite difEerent from connection with 

* Odna ’ (singing), — ‘ Udgdna * (chanting aloud) being something different 
from * Od/na * (singing) ; ‘ Odna ’ is more singing , secular as well as Vedic, while 
the other, ‘ Udgdna ’, derived from the root ‘ Qai * (to sing) and the prefix 

is well-known as the name of a particular phase of Sama-chant ; now 
the person who does this Sfima-chanting and is therefore called the * Udgdtr * 
is one only, and there are not several persons of this name. Thus then, 
it will not be right to say that there shall be several Udgdtr priests, as all 
are equally connected with ‘ Sama-chanting “ What then is the correct 
answer to the question why all the four Sdmavedin priests should eat out 
of the cup ? ” — ^The correct answer is that they are all eqtmlly connected 
with the Sdma-veda, In this sense an exposition of the Veda is called 

* aadgdtra % and several functions are also called ‘ aiddgdtra * ; so that one who 
studies the Audgdtra exposition, or performs the Avdgdtra functions, is 
called the ‘ Udgdtr “ How so ? ” — It is well-known that the function of 
the Udgdtr is called ‘ avdgdtra ’ ; and from this it is clear that Udgdtr is the 
performer of the Avdgdtra functions. Thus then, if a man knows what 
Udgdtf is, he at once says, even though it is not explained, that the function 
pertaining to that Udgdtr is ^avdgdtra' ; commonly, if one knows the moan- 
ing of the term ‘ avdgdtra ’, he at once says that the performer of the 
avdgdtra functions is the * Udgdtr % even though he may not be told so. 
For instance, if a man knows the person named Udam^gha, he at once calls 
his child 'audamighi* even without being told so; and conversely if one 
knows Avdamighi, he at once recognises his father to be Udamegha, even 
without being told. — ^Thus then the application of the name * Udgdtr * is 
possible on the basis of the presence of the ‘ avdgdtra * functions ; and it is 
in this sense that the name ‘ Udgdtr ’ is applicable to all the four — Prastotf, 
Udgdtr, PraJbihartf and Svhrcdirmiiya. In this manner, both the name 

* Udgdtr^ and the Plural Number (in ^ Udgatrrndm^) become; explained; 
and there is no other objection to this view. 

From all this it follows that all the four priests connected with the 

* Avdgdtra ’ functions should eat out of the Udgdtr-Cup. 

In cases where there is some special reason, Udgatr priests are to be 
taken as exclusive of the Svhrahnvaifyya Priest ; just as in the sentence * Being 
seated, the Udgdtf priests hymn with the Saman ’, the term * Udgdtf * is 
applied to those only who sing hymns [and not to all who perform the 
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Avdgaira functions], — ^in the same manner we have the sentence ‘ Ud- 
gaidro ridpavydharlyuh uttamdydm e8oUamd\ where the name ^ Udgdtr* 
has been taken to be exclusive of the Syhmhnwbtyya Priests, 

[Kumarila does not accept this as the Siddhdnta; according to him the Sid- 
dh&nta view is that the eating should be done by all the Samavedin Priests 
the exception of the Subrahmanya ; i.e. the Subrahmanya is not to eat the Soma. — 
See Tantravartika, Trans., pp. 1466-1467. — Mandana Mishra accepts Kumarila's 
view]. 



Adhikaraija (9) : The ‘ Oravastiit ’ Priest also eats 

the Soma. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PCrvapaksa] — “ For the Gravastut Priest, there is to be 

NO ‘ bating AS NO SUCH ‘ EATING ’ HAS BEEN LAID DOWN 

Bhfl^ya, 

At the Jyotiatoma sacrifiee there ia an assistant to the Holr Priest ^ named 
‘ Ordvostia \ — ^In regard to him there arises the question —Is he to eat the 
Soma or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that “ the Grdvastut is not to eat the Soma ; 
— why ? — ^because ‘ eating * for him has nowhere been declared 

This statement that ‘‘ eating for the Gravastut has nowhere been de- 
clared ” has been made by the Purvapaksin under the impression that the 
Oup-bearing Priests only are entitled to eat out of the ‘ Hariyojana * cup. 
[‘ Hdriyojami Cup ** is that cup which is taken up with the Mantra ‘ Hari* 
rasi fulriyojdnah, — ^Vaja. Saih. 8. 11.] 

8UTRA (28). 

[SiddhInta] — He should certainly bat out of the ‘ Hari- 
yojana ’ CUP ; AS the cup has been declared to be 
connected with all (tjie priests). 

Bhdsya. 

We think that the GrdvashU is one who should eat out of the ‘ HdrU 
yojana ’ cup ; this is what has been thus declared — “ The cup -bearing Priests 
eat out of the other cups according to the cup hold by each — hence of this 
Hdriyojami, they are all anxious to partake ” ; from this it follows that if 
‘ all * are desiro\is of partaking of the ‘ Hariyojana * cup, the Qrdvastut Priest 
also should partake of it. 


SUTRA (29). 

[Objection J — ‘‘In reality it is the cup-bearing Priests that 
should JfiAT (out of THE ‘ HARIYOJANA CUP ’), — 

BECAUSE OF JUXTAPOSITION ”. 

Bhdsya. • 

The particle ‘ m * (‘in reality ’) serves to deny the view that has been 
expressed under Su. 28. 
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The objection is as follows : — It is not right that the OrdmaM should 
eat out of the ‘ Hariyojana Cup ’ ; because the persons entitled to eat 
out of that cup are the cup-hearing priests, not all the priests (as declared 
under Sii. 28). — ‘ How do you get at this idea ? ’ — ^There can be no doubt 
that what the text quoted lays down is a division among the cup-bearing 
priests ; as in the passage quoted, the opening clause says — * The cup-hearing 
priests eat out of the other cups according to the cup held by each of them,* — 
and having thus referred to the ' eating ’ by the Gup-hearing Priests, it goes 
on to add, * hence all of them are desirous of partaking of the Hariyojana 
Cup ’ ; — ^these two clauses form parts of a single sentence (and are syn- 
tactically connected) — as is indicated by the presence of the term ^ atha^ 
(‘ hence ’), which must refer to what has gone before ; and in the phrase ‘ sarva 
Sva\ (‘all of them’), the clear implication of the particle ‘2m’ is that 
the term ‘ all ’ stands for all those who have been spoken of in the preceding 
eUmsei — ^from all this we conclude that the first clause, ‘the cup-bearing 
priests eat out of the other cups according to the cup held by each forms 
‘ one sentence * (i.e. is syntactically connected) with the second clause — ‘ hence 
all of them are desirous of partaking of the Hariyojana Cup Thus then, 
the text quoted should be taken as laying down a division among the Cup- 
hearing Priests, who are the persons spoken of in ‘ juxtaposition ’ to the 
whole sentence ; the sense of the whole sentence being that ‘ in the case 
of the other cups, the cup-bearing Priests eat according to the cup held by 
each of them, but all of them eat out of the Hdriyojana Cup 

SUTRA (30). 

[Answer] — In reality, however, the ‘ bating * should be 

TAKEN AS REFERRING TO ALL, — SUCH BEING THE SENSE OF THE 
INJUNCTION ; THE MENTION OF THE ‘ CUP-BEARING 
PRIESTS ’ IS ONLY FOR THE PURPOSE OF BULOGLS- 

ING (the ‘ Hariyojana ’ Cup). 


The particle ' tu' (‘in reality *) sets aside the view just set forth 
(under Su. 29). It is not right to take the text to mean that ‘ only the 
cup-bearing priests eat out of the Hdriyojana Cup ’ ; because as a matter 
of fact, all the priests are enjoined to eat ; — ^the words being ‘ Sarve bhakpa- 
yanll ’ (‘all eat ’), which cannot be taken to enjoin the ‘ cup-bearing Priests ’ 
only to eat. As in that case the sentence would have to be taken as laying 
down two connections (of the Hdriyojana Cup ; one with ‘ all ’, and the 
other with the ‘ cup-bearing priests only ’) ; the interpretation put upon 
the passage therefore must be a different one. 

“ What is that different interpretation ? ” 

The first clause, ‘ The cup -bearing Priests eat out of the other cups, 
accorcCing to the cup held by each *, is a mere reference to the well-known 
fact that ‘ the cup-bearing Priests eat, and that they eat in accordance 
with the cup held by each ’ [this fact not standing in need of being enjoined 
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in the present passage, having been already enjoined elsewhere] ; and the 
second clause lays down (what is not already known) that ‘out of the 
Hdriyojana Cup, all the Priests ecU — not only the cup-bearing Priests. 

“ What would be the advantage of this interpretation T ** 

The first advantage would be that the term ‘ all ’ would be taken in 
its natural sense of all priests, and not in its restricted sense (as referring 
to the cup -hearing priests only). The second advantage would be that 
it would not be necessary to take the single sentence as laying down two 
unknown connections. — ^For these reasons, this interpretation is certainly 
better than the one suggested (under Su. 20). 

Then, as regards the mention of the ‘ cup-bearing priests * (in the first 
clause), — it only serves to ^eulogiae\ — ^that is, extol,-— the Hdriyojana Cup; 
that is to say, the cup-bearing priests have been mentioned only for tlie 
purpose of extolling the Hdriyojana Cup. 

“ In what way is it extolled ? ** 

The sense of the eulogy is as follows — ‘ So excellent is the Hdriyojana 
cup that all the priests desire to eat out of it, while of the other cups, each 
is eaten out of by only one priest, — these latter therefore are not so ex- 
cellent, being inferior to the Hdriyojana Cup *. 



AoHiKAEAiiTA (10): The function of pronouncing the 
syllable ‘ vassal ’ entitles one to eat the Soma-remnant. 

SUTRA (31). 

One is entitled to eat (Soma) auso by virtue of pronouncing 

THE SYLLABLE ‘ VA.?AT 

Bhmya. 

Question— Ifi the eating of the So7mi to bo determined only by the 
name (given to the oups) [as explained under Sfi. 22] ? ** 

Ansioer — No ; one is entitled, to eat Soma also by virtue of pronouncing 
the syUahle ‘ vasat ’ ; i.e. the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vasal * is also a 
ground for eating Soma, — “ How so ? ” — We know this from a ShriUi-text, 
which says — ‘ The pronouncer of the syllable va§at is the first to eat * ; — as 
tliis ‘ eating by the pronouncer of vasat ’ is not something already known, this 
text cannot be taken as enjoining merely the first plucc to be accorded to 
it ; in fact it should bo taken as enjoining the eating as qualified by priority, 
[It is the Hotr priest who pronounces the syllable ‘ vami * ; and in accordance 
with this Adhikarana, he should have an additional share of the Soma to bo eaten, 
by virtue of that pronouncing.] 



ADHiKARAijrA (11) : The ‘ offering of oblations into fire ’ 
and the ^extracting of the Soma-juice^ also entitle 
one to eat Soma. 

SUTRA (32). 

Also by virtue of ‘ offerinu libations into fire’ anu 

‘ EXTRACTING THE Soma -. lUICE 


Rhdsya. 


‘ Offering of oblationsi into fire ’ and ‘ extracting of Soma-juico ’ — 
these also are grounds for the eating of Soma, — ‘ How ? ’ — We hav (3 the 
text — ‘ Havirdhdne grdvabhirabhiffutya, dftavanlye hutvd, pratyaiicfiah paretya 
sadasi bhaksdn hhakadyanfA ’ L‘ In the Havirdharm Room, having extracted 
the Soma- juice by means of stones, and liaving offered an oblation into the 
sacrificial fire, they turn back into the Assembly Room and eat their shares *] 
(of. Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 11 . 4). — This text cannot be taken as laying down merely 
the order of the actions mentioned, — ^i.o. the ‘eating’ is to come after the 

* offering of the oblations into fire ’ has been done ; -firstly, because the 
‘ eating ’ itself has not yet been recognised as to be done [and until that is 
done, its position in the order of sequence cannot bo laid down] ; — and 
secondly, if the sentence were taken as laying down the order of the ‘ eating * 
in relation to each of the two acts of ‘ offering oblations into fire ’ and 

* extracting the Soma-juice’, — as expressed by the two terms ‘ having ex- 
tracted. the Soma- juice’ and ‘having offered the oblations into fire*, — 
then, there would be syntactical split. —Further; the order is already re- 
cognised by the very nature of the acts concerned ; [i.o. until the juice has 
been extracted there can bo no ‘ offering of it into the fire ’, and until the 
‘ offering of the juice into fire ’ has been done, there can be no eating of its 
remnant I ; as until the use of a substance has been accomplished, it cannot 
be ‘ disposed of ’ [and ‘ eating ’ of the Romiuint is only a disposal of it]. - - 
Nor can the text quoted be taken as laying down the two acts of ‘ offering 
oblations into fire ’ and ‘ extracting the Soma-juico ’ as subsidiary to the 
‘ eating * ; because as a matter of fact, the ‘ extracting of the Soma- juice ’ 
is for the purpose of ‘ offering oblations into fire and this * offering of 
oblations into fire ’ is for the purpose of securing a particular reward. — 
Hence the text should be taken as laying down the ‘ eating * for the persons 
who do the ‘ extracting of Soma- juice ’ and the ‘ offering of oblations into 
fire *, — the sense being that those who ‘ extract the juice ’ and ‘ offer the 
oblations into fii*o * should eat the Soma. 



Adhikabai^a ( 12 ) : The pronouncer of the syllahle ‘ vaaat ^ 
and others should eat Soma out of the Cup belonging 

to others. 

StJTRA (33). 

[P(Trvapak§a] — “Because of the direct specific declaration 

WITH REGARD TO THE ‘ CUPS THE INDEFINITE (GENERAL) 
DECLARATION MUST APPLY TO OTHER CASES 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the text — ‘ Praitu hotitahchamasah, pra hrahmariMh, pra 
udgdtrr^m \ [‘ May the Hotr'a Cup come forward, also the Brahman' a 

Cup and also the Cup of the Udgatra\^ 

In connection with this, there arises the question — (a) Those who offer 
the oblations into the fire, (b) those who do the extracting of the Soma- 
juice, and (c) those who pronounce the syllable ‘ vaaap ’ [who have been shown 
in the foregoing adhikaraiMa to be entitled to the ‘eating of Soma’], are 
these to eat out of the cupa or not ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapak^ : — The^’’ are not 
to eat out of the cupa, because the eating out of the cups has been declared 
specifically with regard to the Cup-hearing Prieata — ^in such definitely specific 
texts as ‘ PraUu hotuahchamaaah, etc."* ; as regards the ‘ eating * by those 
who do ‘ the offering of oblations into ffre * and those who do ‘ the extracting 
of the Soma-juice ’, it has been spoken of only in a general (indefinite) decla- 
ration (to the effect that ‘ they also are entitled to the eating ’). — (Queation) 
— “ All the Soma that is to be ‘ embellished ’ (by the eating) being contained 
in the cupa, out of which the Cup-bearing Priests are to eat it, — where would 
there be another occasion when the ‘ eating ’ could be done by those others 
who do ‘ the offering of oblations into fire ’ and others ? That is, where 
would there be the indefinite and general occasion (when those otliers would 
eat the Sorna] ? ” — (Anawer) — That occasion would be in other cases,-^i.e. 
in cases where the Cuphearing Prieata would not be there.” 

StJTRA (34). 

[SiDDHANTA] — I n REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE C BATING ’ OUT OF 

THE CUPS BY THE OTHER PRIESTS) ; BECAUSE THE GROUNDS FOB 
IT ABE PRESENT (iN THEIR CASE ALSO) ; AND THERE IS NO 
RESTRICTION IN REGARD TO T^TE CUPS, — ^THE TEXT ONLY 
MAKING AN AFFIRMATION REGARDING THE PERSONS 
WHO ARB TO DO THE ‘ EATING ’ (OUT OF 
THE CUPS). 

Bhdgya. 

The ‘ pronouncer of the syllable vagat ’ and the others also are to * eat * 
out of the cups ; because the texts lay down the grounds for their * eating ’ ; 
they do not forbid them. 
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Objection — '' But, inasmuch as the Cup-hearing Priesta have been 
specifically and directly mentioned as to oat out of the cups, the others would 
naturally become excluded.’* 

Anatoer — There ia no reatriction in regard to the cupa, the text only making 
an affirmation regarding the peraona who are to do the eating out of the cupa : — 
that is to say, the words of the text — ' Praitu hotuahchamaaah, etc' cannot 
be taken as prohibiting (excluding) ‘ the pronouncer of the syllable vaga^ ’ 
and others ; because the words are affirmative and injunctive, not negative 
and prohibitive. — ^From this it follows that " the pronouncer of the syllable 
oagap and others also are to eat out of the cups \ 

SUTRA (35). 

Also because we find others also mentioned in 

CONNJICTION WITH THE CUPS. 


There is a text which speaks of persons other than the Cup-bearing 
Priests as being connected with the cups — ‘ Chamaadmahchamasddhm- 
ryave pray(ichchhati, tan aa va§aikartrl harati ’ He hands over the cups 
to the Cup-bearing Adhvaryu^ and he carries them to the Pronouncer of the 
ayUahle va^gat'"]; now it is only his own cup that could be carried to the 
* pronouncer of the syllable vagat ’ ; — and thero would be no sense in the 
several cupa being carried to him if ‘ the Pronouncer of the syllable vaga^ ’ 
and others (offerers of oblations into fire and extractors of Soma-juice) also 
were not to eat out of those cups. — From this also it follows that all these 
also ore to eat out of the Cups. 



Adhikabaista (13) : The ‘ Hotr' Priest is the first to 
eat the Soma-remnant. 

Bhdsya, 

Qtiestion — “ In a case where several priests eat out of the vessel, what 
is the order in which they shall eat ? ” 

In answer to this question wo have the following Adhikaraim , — of which 
the Purvapakm is set forth in the following Sutra ; — 


SUTRA (36). 

[PCrvapak^a] — ‘‘ In thk case of several priests eating out op 

ONE VESSEL, THE AdHVARYU SHOULD BE THE FIRST TO EAT ; 

AS THAT IS THE NATURAL ORDER.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ It is the turn of that priest to eat first in whose hands the Smna is 
[and as the vessel containing the Soma is in the hands of the Adhvaryu, 
it is his turn to eat it first].” 


SUTRA (37). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Hotr Priest should eat first, — 
AS SUCH IS the indication OF THE MaNTRA-TEXTS. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, the Hotr Priest should cat first, -because such is the indica^ 
tion of the rwan^m-texts. We have such //lan^m-texts as — (a) ‘ Uotuahdwt 
purvl haviradyaindshata * (Rgveda 10. 94. 2), and (h) ‘ Hoteva nah prathamafb 
pdhi * (Rgv^a fi. 43. 3) [where the moaning of (a) is — ‘ It is only the pounding 
stones that obtain the Sonia -juice before the Hotr Priest *, i.e. no other 
person gets it before him; and that of (h) is --‘Please drink first (of this 
Soma), like the Hotr i)riest ’J. 

SUTRA (38). 

Also because such is the declaration. 

Bhdsya, 

Wo have the declaration that — ‘ The first eating is by the Pronouncer 
of the syllable Va^t ’ [and it is the Hotr priest who is this Pronouncer], — 
It would not be right to argue that “ tins is a mere declaration ; and as it 
declares several factors [(1) the pronouncing of the syllable, (2) the eating, 
and (3) the priority], no significance need attach to the priority ” ; — ^it 
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will not be right to argue thus, because it is tliis priority that is not already 
known from other sources [the other factors being already known] ; and 
hence in regard to this privity y the text cannot be taken as a mere reiterative 
reference ; it must be taken as an injunction. As for there being several 
factors mentioned^ it is not difficult for a sentence to enjoin several factors 
when it makes use of a compound to do so. 

SOTRA (30). 

Also because of the order of sequence among the 
GROUNDS (of ‘ Eating ’). 

Bhdsya. 

Among the various functions that hav e been declared as entitling the 
priests to eat the Sonm , — tlie first to be performed is the ‘ pronouncing 
of the syllable Vamt wliioh is done by the Hotr ; — then comes the ‘ offer- 
ing of oblations into Fire which is done by the Adhvaryu ; — apd by 
virtue of this order of sequence among the ‘ grounds of eating the same 
order should be followed in what is done on the basis of these ‘ grounds 
and consequently in the order of eating also. 


36 



Adhkaba^a ( 14) ; The Soma is to be ‘ eaten ’ after 
Invitation. 

StJTRA (40). 

TftB ‘ BATING ’ IS TO BB DONE ABTEB ONE HAS BEEN INVITBD 
TO DO SO : — SUCH BEING THE DIRECT DECLARATION. 


Now arises the question — ^When several persons ‘ eat* the Soma out of 
a single vessel, must they receive an invitation to eat before eating ? Or they 
may or may not seek invitation ? 

The PuTvapdk^a being that — “ it would be much simpler if no invita- 
tion were to be sought for ”, — ^the Siddhdnta is that one should eat it only 
after having sought and obtained the invitation to do so. — Why so ? — 
Because avck ie the direct declaration — "Soma should not be drunk unless 
one has been called to drink it’; where ‘calling*, stands for ‘inviting’. 

This Sutra is meant to be introductory (to what follows in the following 
Sutra), 



Adhikaba^a ( 16 ) : The request for permission to ecu 
should be conveyed by means of Vedic words. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been concluded that the eating should be done only on invita- 
tion. — Now arises the question — ^Is this request for permission to be conveyed 
by means of words of common parlance ? • Or by moans of Vedic words ? 

The Purvapakpa view is that “ there can be no restriction regarding this 
(one may use the Vedic words or any other words) 

Against this, we have the Siddhdnla in the following Sutra, 

SUTRA (41). 

The Invitation should be sought by means of the Mantra 
* UpahITta upahvayasva ’ ; such being the indica- 
tion (of the Mantra itself). 

Bhdsya, 

The Mantra mentioned is indicative of ‘ request for permission * ; and 
on the strength of this indication, it has been declared to be what should 
be used in making the request for invitation ; because marUras are generally 
employed on the basis of their indicative power. When this mantra has 
been thus laid down as to be Used, words of common parlance naturally 
become excluded. 



Adhikabai^a ( 16 ) : The answer to the ^ Request for 
Invitation^ should he given hy means of Vedic words. 

SOTRA (42). 

When request for invitation is made, the answer should 

BE BY MEANS OF SUCH WORDS (OF THE MaNTRA) AS 
MIGHT CONVEY THAT SENSE. 

Bhd^ya. 

Wo have learnt that the request for invitation is to be conveyed by 
means of the mantra ‘ Upahuta upahvayasva \ — Now there arises the question 
as to the form of the answer to the request. Is the answer to be by ordinary 
words ? or by means of this same rnardra ? 

The Purvapdkaa view is that “ tins Vedic mantra having been used 
in conveying the request for invitation, the answer should be by moans 
of some other words, and those of common parlance 

In answer to this, the SiddhdrUa view is that ‘ to the invitation^ the 
answer should be by means of this same mantra \ 

Objection — “ The word ‘ Upahvayasva * (moaning ‘ invite me please *) 
is indicative of the question (request) [as such, it cannot be used for the 
answer to the request] 

Answer — ^The word that precedes the word ‘ upahvayasva ’ — i.e. the 
word *upahutah ’ (‘ you are invited ’) — is the one that indicates the answer, 
and hence can be used as the answer. 

Objection — “ In that case, the order of the words is wrong ; the request 
should come first, then the answer 

Answer — On the strength of the meaning conveyed by the word, the 
word, though occurring first in the text, would bo used as the answer ; for 
the meaning of the word (being of the nature of ‘Direct Assertion’) is 
always more authoritative than ‘ order 

[Hence the request for invitation is to be made with the word ‘ updfy- 
vayaava *, and the answer with the word ‘ uphutah ’.] 



Adhika:rai^a (17) : Request for Permission is necessary in 
the case of men ceding out of the same Vessd. 

SCTRA (43). 

It should be done only among persons eating out of the 
SAME Vessel ; as it is only in their case that there 

IS CONGREGATION. 

Bhdaya, 

There arises this further question — Should the request for permission 
bo made to any person at random ? Or to only one who is to eat out of the 
same vessel ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — “ as nothing particular is said on this 
point, the permission may bo sought from any person 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta The request for 
permission should be made only among those who are to eat out of the same 
vessel. — ^Why ? — Because the request for permission is, in this case, subsidiary 
(to the act of eating) ; and the form of this request is that, when one wishes 
to do what is to be done by another, he prefers his request to that other 
person, with the words ‘ please permit me * ; — or when one wishes to eat 
with another person, he makes the mind of this other person favourable 
towards his joining. — All this is not possible in the case of persons eating 
out of different vessels ; because in that case, one man does not wish to do 
what should bo done by another ; — ^nor, at dining together, does one join 
another in the eating of the same thing (in case they are eating out of 
different vessels). On the other hand, in a case whore the Soma -juice con- 
tained in a single vesstjl has to bo ‘embellished’ (by ‘eating’), the most 
equitable division is that the shares should be equal ; — but if they proceed 
to drink it without dividing it equally, it is possible that one drinks what 
should have beefi drunk by another; hence in such cases there is need for 
the request for permission (to drink), in some such form as ‘The proper 
thing to do is that you drink one half and I drink the other, — but it is just 
possible that I may drink more or less than my proper share, please, there- 
fore, permit mo to drink ’. Or again, the man may make the request for 
permission, saying ‘ it is possible that in drinking out of the same vessel as 
yourself, I may disturb your peace of mind ’. — ^From all this it follows that 
the request for permission is to bo made only in the case of persons eating 
out of the same vessel. 



ADHiEABAi;irA ( 18 ) : The Sacrificer himself should also 

eat the Soma. 

SOTRA (44). 

[PCrvapak^a] — " On the transference of the ‘ YIjya the 
‘ Eating like the ‘ appointment does not 

BECOME TRANSFERRED.” 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Jyotiatoma sacrifice ; in course of it certain sacrifices are 
offered to the Seasons ; — ^in connection with which we read — ‘ Yajamanasya 
ydjyd, ao'hhipreayati hotaretadyajeti, avayam vd niaadyn yajati ’ [‘ The Ydjyd 
mantra (which is ordinarily recited by the Hotr priest) is recited by the 
Sacrificer ; — ^he says to the Hotr priest — Please ojfer this sacrifice (to the 
seasons), — or he sits and offers the sacrifice hirnself 

In regard to this, there arises the qiiestion — ^In the event of the sacrificer 
himself offering the sacrifice [and reciting the Ydjyd], is he to eat the Soma 
or not ? 

On this question, there is the following Purvapakpa — “ Even though 
the Ydjyd has been transferred (from the Hotr to the’ Sacrificer), yet the 
eating should not be similarly transferred (from the Hotr to the Sacrificer), 
— the easing should still be done by the Hotr, and not by the Sacrificer . — 
Why so ? — Because the reciting of the Ydjyd-mantra is something quite 
different from the eating ; and the transference of on© thing need not involve 
the transference of another thing ; — ^just as on the transference of the Soma 
Ydjyd (from the Hotr), his ‘ appointment ’ (as Hotr Priest) does not become 
transferred from him, — so also in the present case [the transference of the 
Ydjyd does not mean the transference of the Eating], — [Objection] — ‘ The 
direction is that the syllable vaaat is pronounced along with the reciting 
of the Ydjyd ; so that where there is reciting of the Ydjyd, there is the pro- 
nouncing of the syllable vaaat, — and whore there is pronouncing of the 
syllable vasat, there is eating of Soma \ — ^Tt is not so, we reply; the syllable 
‘ vaaat * is not a constituent part of the Ydjyd-mantra ; hence the non- 
recital of the Ydjyd does not mean the non-pronouncing of the syllable 
voMt , — ^As for the direction that ‘the syllable vamt is pronounced along 
with the reciting of the Ydjyd — even when the Ydjyd is recited by another 
person (the sacrificer), the pronouncing of the syllabi© va^t may still be done 
by the Hotr [and even so the pronouncing of the syllable vasat will have been 
done ahrig with the reciting of the Ydjyd ] ; specially as the transference of the 
Ydjyd is done in obedience to the distinct injunction to that effect ; not so 
the transference of the syllable ‘ va^ap ’ ; and things that are done according 
to injunctions should be done strictly in accordance with the injunction ; 
and, as a matter of fact, there is injunction in regard to the transference of 
the Ydjyd only.” 
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SOTRA (45). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, there should be ‘ eatiho ’ by the 

SAORIFICER, BECAUSE THEBE IS TRANSFERENCE (TO 
HIM) OF THE GROUND (FOR ‘ EATING ’). 

Bhdsya, 

In reality , there should he * ealing ’ by the Sacrijicer ; — why ? — because 
there is transference, to him, of the ground for eating. The ‘ ground for eating * 
is the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vamt \ — this pronouncing is transferred 
to the Sacrificer when the Ydjyd is transferred to him ; as there is the text 
that ‘ the syllable vasat is pronounced along with the Ydjyd \ — “ But it 
has already been pointed out that at the time the Ydjyd is being recited 
by the Sacrificer, the Hotr may be pronouncing the syllable ‘ vagat * [and 
even so the pronouncing will have been done along uoith the recUing'\ — 
This is no answer at all. Because, we have the rule that the sacrifice should 
be performed ‘ without rest * (interruption) ; — and the sacrifice is com- 
pleted with the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ iHisat *, not by the Ydjyd only ; 
—consequently, till the pronouncing of the syllable msat\ the sacrificer 
should not rest ; — ^if this pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vamt ’ however, were 
done by some one else, then diuing that time the sacrificer would bo resting ; 
so that he would not be offering the sacrifice ; and yet what he has been 
enjoined to do is to (ffer the sacrifice, not merely to recite the Ydjyd-mantra ; 
as the injunction is that ‘ he himself should sit and offer the sacrifice \ which 
enjoins the offering of the sacrifice vrith all its accessories. 


SUTRA (46). 

As FOR THE * APPOINTMENT THERE IS NO TRANSFERENCE OF 
IT, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED ALREADY. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that “ there can be no trans- 
ference of the ealing, jast as there is no transference of the Appoinlmenl ”. 
— Our answer to that is that the Appointment is not transferred, simply be- 
cause it cannot be transferred ; having been already accomplished, how 
could it be transfepred from the Hotr ? In fact, if the Appointment were 
done in connection with the Sacrificer, after the lap.se of its prescribed time, 
it would be most defective ; and what is defective cannot accomplish its 
purpose. Nor can the Appointment come in (for the Sacrificer) by the 
general law that ‘ the modification should be performed in the same manner 
as its original Archetype *. — ^It might be argued that “ if that be so, then 
it comes to this tliat what can be done is brought in by that general law, 
and what cannot be done is not brought in ” our answer is that that is 
only natural. What a text enjoins is something not already known, — and it 
has to be done precisely as it has been enjoined; if in a certain case 
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shabara-bhI^ya : 


it cannot be done, then it should be done in a case where it can be done ; 
it should never be done where it would be defective. — ^It is for these reasons 
therefore that, while the non-tranaference of the Appointment is only right and 
proper, there can be no non-transference of the Eating [and the Eating, there- 
fore, has to be done by the Sacrificer, in the case in question]. 



Adhikaba^a ( 19) : The ‘ FruiUmixture ’ {Phala-chamasa) 
is a ‘ modification ’ of the sacrificial offering. 

SUTRA (47). 

[POrvapak^a] — “ The Fruit-mixture should be regarded as a 

CONDITIONAL ‘ MODIFICATION ’ OF THE SOMA TO BE 
EATEN ; SUCH BEING THE DIRECT ASSERTION 
(OF THE VfiDIC TEXT) 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the J yoiiato^im^ wo read — ‘ Sa yadi rajanyam 
vaishyam vd yajayit, aa ycuii aomam hihJmkaayiaUy nyagradhaatihhlrdhrtya, 
tdh aampi^a, dadhani unmrjya, imnaatmii hhakaam prayachchhat^ na aonmm ’ 
[‘ If one officiates at a sacrifice for a Ksattriya or a Vaishya, — ^and if tfiese latter 
wish to eat Soma, the Priest sliall fetch banyan -shoots, pounder them and 
mix them up with curd, — and offer this to him to eat, not the Soma 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Ts the ‘ Fruit-mixture * 
a ‘ modification * (i.e. substitute) for the Soma to he eaten ? Or for Soma 
to be offered ? — i.e. is the Fruit-mixture meant to bo eaten ? Or is it meant 
to be the substance offered at the sacrifice ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ the FriiU-mixture akould he regarded as a 
coruiitional ‘ modification ’ of the Soma to he eaten ; as tiius taken, it becomes 
syntactically connected with the ‘ eating ’ which is directly mentioned in the 
text quoted — ‘ offer this to him to eat ’ ; in the text we do not find any such 
expression as that ‘ with this fruit-mixtine he should offer the sacrifice \ 
— ^From this wo conclude that the Fruit-mixture is a substitute for the Soma 
to he eaten 

SUTRA (48). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality it should be treated as a ‘ modifica- 
tion ’ (substitute) for the Soma to be offered at the 
sacrifice; as the ‘consecration’ (‘embellishment’) 
is always meant for what is to be offered. 

Bhdsya. 

The Fruit -mixture should be regarded as a substitute for what is to be 
offered ; i.e. one should offer the Fruit-mixture at the sacrifice. — Why so ? 
— The ‘eating* of the Soma is meant to be a ‘consecration’ (‘ embellish- 
ment’) of the Soma ; so that if the Fruit-mixture is to be eaten, then that 
‘eating’ must be a ‘consecration’ (embellishment) of the Fruit- mixture; 
and this ‘ consecration * would be purposeless, if the Fruit-mixture were 
not to be used anywhere else (besides the eo^tngr).— If ‘ eating ’ were the 
principal factor, then there would be no sense in the reiterative reference 
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thaD^is made to Soma, in the concluding words of the text * not Soma 
On the other hand, if the Fruit-mixture were a substitute for the Soma 
to be offered, then there would be some sense in the ‘ consecration * of that 
mixture. — ^From all this, it follows that the Fruit-mixture should be regarded 
as a substitute for the substance to he offered. 

Says the Opponent — “ When there is no connection (in the text) be- 
tween the Fruit-mixture and the verb ‘ to sacrifice how can it be regarded 
as a substitute for the substance to be offered at a sacrifice ? ” 

Armoer^Tho connection with the verb ‘ to sacrifice * is there. — ^How ? — 
What the text says is — ‘ If one sacrifices on behalf of a Ksattriya or a Vaishya 
he should pounder banyan-shoots and offer it to him to eat ’ ; — ^it is clear 
that the substance described hero is meant to be used at this sacrifice ; 
as otherwise, if it were meant solely for the piurpose of being ecden, then 
there would be no connection between the first and the second parts of the pas- 
sage quoted. If it had been meant that the Soma should be * consecrated ’ by 
being eaten, then the expression used (in connection with the Fruit-mixture) 
would have been ‘ he should consecrate the banyan-shoots — From this it 
follows that the connection (of the mixture) intended primarily is not with 
the eoitlng, and it should be connected with the sacrifice ; as it is the sacrijice 
that is the subject-matter of the whole Context ; and hence, there would 
be no incongruity in this connection. 

Objection. — “ Inasmuch as the text contains the words ‘ Tamasnmi 
bhaksam prayachcJMV [‘ should offer him to eat ’], it is clear that the mix- 
ture in question should bo taken as the means of accomplishing the ‘ eating *, 
not the sacrificing, — by reason of ,the close proximity of the term ‘ bhaksa * 
(‘to eat’)”. 

Answer — Even though the connection (between the mixture and the 
eating) is expressed by the words of the text, yet, finding that such a con- 
nection does not serve any useful purpose, we declare that the connection 
(of the mixture) lies with the sacrificing, which is the subject-matter of the 
context. 

Question — “ How then is the mixture to be connected with the eating ? 
[as, certainly it cannot be denied that the mixture is actually meant to be 
eaten].” 

That the substance used in the sacrifice should be ecden follows from 
the general Injunction itself, — and in this way the mixture secures its connec- 
tion with the eating. In fact, the connection with eating also implies connec- 
tion with the sacrifice ; because it is only when the substance is offered in 
saxrijke that it comes to bo ‘ bfiaksa ’ (something to bo eaten at the sacrifice). 
Hence the declaration in the text that the mixtme is to be eaten naturally 
implies that it is to be offered at the sacrifice ; thus then, the words ‘ tama- 
smai bhaksam prayachchMt ’ [‘ should offer it to him to eat ’] should be 
taken to mean ‘ tamasmai bhaksam kurydt ’ [‘ should make the mixture 
a substance to be eaten by the sacrificer at the sacrifice ’], i.e. should deal 
with it in eftich a manner as to make it a bhaksa, a substance to be eaten 
at the sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, it is only when it is offered at the sacrifioe 
that it becomes a substance to be eaten at the sacrifice. — ^From this it follows 
that the mixture in question should be offered at the sacrifice. 
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/Kum&rila deals with this SiUra somewhat differently. — See TatUra- 
%drtika — ^Trans., pp. 1492-1405.] 

SUTRA (49). 

Also bboause of the mention of the ‘ oblation into the Fire 

Bhdsya. 

IS 

In fact we have an injunction laying down a particular ‘ oblation into 
the Fire ’ (as to be offered out of the mixture in question) — ‘ Yadd anydm- 
ahchamasdn juAvcUi cUhaitaaya darbhaUtmi^kei^ahcUya juhoti ’ [‘ When they 
offer oblations into the Fire out of other Cups, they cover this cup con- 
taining the Fruit-mixture with a fresh shoot of Kusha-grass and offer 
an oblation oat of it into the Fire *]. It is only if the mixture were meant 
to be used as a substance to be offered in the sacrifice, that there could be 
any occasion for the prescribing of the detail in connection with the oblation 
that it is to be covered with ‘ the fresh shoot of Kusha-^asa \ From this 
also it is clear that the mixture in question is to be offered at the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (50). 

Also because it is spoken of as coeval with the Cups 

(of Soma). 

Bhd§ya, 

We have the text — * Yadd anydfhskchamasdn unnayanti athairuxm 
chamasamunnayanti ’ [‘At the time that they hold up the other cups, they 
raise this cup (containing the Fruit-mixture) also It is only if the mix- 
ture were meant to be offered in sacrifice that there would be any occasion 
for the cup being held up ; not so if it were only meant to be eaten. — For 
this reason also the mixture should be offered at the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (51). 

Lastly, because we find indicatives. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the mixtinre should be 
offered at the sacrifice ?— “ For what reason ? ^'--Because we find, indica- 
What is this indicative ? It is found in the reference to the 
prohibition of Swna that we have at the end of the text — ‘ He should offer 
the mixture, not the Soma, for eating ’ ; this non-eating of the Soma would 
be possible .only if the mixture were the substance offered at the sacrifice 
[if the substance offered at the sacrifice were Soma, then there would be no 
avoidance of the eating of the Soma, as what is to bo eaten is the ‘ rem- 
nant of the substance used at the sacrifice ’]. From all this we conclude 
that the mixture in question should be taken as to be offered at the sacrifice. 



Adhikaratsta (20) : In the case of the cups at a Ksattriya^s 
Sacrifice also, the Brdhmanas are to ‘ attend upon ’ 

{eat out of) them. 

StJTRA (52). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The character of those ‘ approaching ’ 

THE Cup should be regulated by the caste (of 
the Sacrificer).** 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daahapeya sacrifice, which is a part of the 
Rajasuya sacrifice, we read—* Shatam hrdhmai^dh soman hhdksayanti^ daalm^ 
dtiahaihaikacharna^aynanuprasarpanti ’ [‘A hundred Brahmanas eat the 
Soma, ten persons shall approach each of the cups ’]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^In a cajse where the ‘ cup ’ 
has been prepared for a Kaattriya sacrificor, should .also the persons 
‘ approaching ’ the Cup be Kaattriyaa ? or should they be Brdhmanaa ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapak^a : — “ They must bo 
KfoMriyaa ; — why ? — ^because the sentence ‘ Ton persons shall attend 
upon each Cup ’ lays down the number of persons ‘ approaching * the cup ; 
this number ‘ ten * being laid down in connection with the Kpattriya caste, 
— ^the caste * KaaUrlya ’ remains the constant factor ; hence the ten 
Kpaitriyaa should ‘ approach ’ the cup ; — so that among the ‘ hundred *, 
there would be Kaattriyaa as well as Brdhmanaa [ten being Kaattriyaa and the 
rest Brahmanas], — the mention of the number ‘ hundred ’ being a mere reitera- 
tive reference, so far as the ten Kaattriyaa are concerned ; and tho sentence 
* a hundred eat the Soma ’ also being very much like a reiterative reference. 
— ^From all this it follows that Kaattriyaa should ‘ approach * [i.e, eat out of] 
the Cup prepared for the K^triya sacrificor. — Some people urge hero the 
following objection — ‘ It would bo very wrong for Brdhmanaa and KpaUriyaa 
to eat out of tho same cup — ^But there can be no harm in this, as it has 
been declared that in the case of Soma, there is no ‘ pollution * at all.” 

SUTRA (53). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, they should be Brahmanas ; 

THE VbDIC text BEING EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO BOTH. 

Bhdsya. 

The persons ‘ approaching ’ the cup prepared for the Kaattriya sacrificor 
should be Brdhmanaa ; — ^why ? — ^because, by Direct Assertion, the Injunctive 
text * a hundred Brahmanaa eat the Soma * lays down the number * hundred * 
as pertaining to BrdhmatjjMa : thus there being these * himdred BrdhmaiUM ’ 
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(who are to eat the Soma), what the second sentence ‘ Ten persons, etc. etc.*, 
does is to lay down that when these hundred Br&hmanas* proceed to ‘ap- 
proach * (i.e. oat out of) the cups, the number for each cup should be ten ’ ; hence 
the meaning is that of the ‘ hundred Brahmaijias *, ten Brahinanas should 
‘ approach * the cup prepared for the Kaattriya sacrificer. 

[Kumarila does not approve of this presentatiofi of the Adhikarana {Tantra- 
vdLfiika — ^Trans., p. 1500) : he has explained it in a different manner ; for which 
see Tantravartika — Trans., pp. 1602-1504.] 


End of P&da v of Adhy&ya III* 



ADHYAYA III. 

PADA VI. 

Adhikabai^a (1) : The injunction regarding the *Sruva ’ 
being made of * Khadira-wood and such other injunc- 
tions, should be taken as appertaining to the Primary 
Sacrifice {Archetype). 

SOTRA (1). 

[POrvapak^a] — “ The implements must appertain to all sacrifices, 

BECAUSE THEY DO NOT OCCUR IN THE CONTEXT OF ANY PARTICULAR 
SACRIFICE [I.E. IS ISOLATED], 

lihd^ya. 

[Wo have dealt so far with such accessories as are amenable to one or more 
out of the six means of cognition, — Diivect Assertion, Indicative Power, Syntactical 
Connection, Context, Order and Name ; — we now proceed to discuss those that 
aro not amenable to any of those moans of cognition.] 

Without reforonce to any particular sacrifice, we find the following 
isolated injunctions — (a) ‘ Vasya kh-adirah sruvo bhavcUi sa rhhandasameva 
rasendvadyati sarasd asya dhutayo bhavantl ’ [‘If ono uses tlie Sruva of 
Khadira wood, he sacrifices with the very essence of the Vedas, all his obla- 
tions become juicy ’] ; — (b) ‘ Vasya parTyiniayi jvhurbhavati na sa pdpark 
shlokam ahrnoti ’ [‘ He whose Jiihu is made of Faldsha wood hears no evil 
word’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. ‘7. 1), and such others. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Do the two things that 
are laid down here — i.e. ‘ that the Sruva should bo of Khadira wood ’ and 
‘ that the Jvhu should be made of Paldsha wood ’ — find place in (appertain 
to) the Primary sacrifico (Archetype) only ? or in the Archetype as well 
as in the Ectype ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ The Injutbctions 
appertain to all sacrifices^ became they do not occur in the Context of any sacri- 
fice ; — i.e. such injunctions should appertain to the Archetype as well as 
the Ectype ; — ^why ? — became they do not occur in the context of any partictdar 
sacrifice (i.e. they axe isolated) ; that is, they are not found under any such 
context as deals with any particular sacrifice ; and on the strength of 
Syntactical Connection (of the injunctive texts themselves), they must apper- 
tain to all sacrifices 
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StJTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, they should appertain to the 
Archetype only, as only thus there would be no 
(superfluous) RBPEIITION. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, all those implements that are prescribed without reference 
to any particular sacrifice are to find place in the Archetypal Sacrifice ; — 
why ? — because it is only thus that there would he no ^perfltwus repetition ; 
that is, it is only when they are related to the Archetype that needless 
repetition is avoided. — “ What is the harm if there is repetition ? ** — 
Impossibility^ wo answer; that is to say, if something finds place in the 
Archetype as well as the Ectype^ it must find place in the Archetype ; — but what 
finds place in the Archetype comes into .the Ectype on the strength of the 
general law (that *the Ectype is to be done in the same manner as the 
Archetype’); — Whence (for the purpose of being connected with that thing) 
the Ectype does not stand in need of any such isolated injunction as the 
one imder consideration ; — ^from which it follows that such an injunction can- 
not lay down anything for the Ectype. It is for tliis reason that we say tha t 
what is enjoined is for the Archetype only. 


SUTRA (3). 

[Says the PCrvapak^in] — “ But, inasmuch as the thing in ques 
TION FINDS place IN THE EcTYPE ON THE STRENGTH OF THE 
Injunction itself, — what comes to it under the 

GENERAL LAW MUST BE THINGS OTHER THAN WHAT 
COMES TO IT THROUGH THE INJUNCTION UNDER 
• CONSIDERATION 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Purvapaksin] — “ We still say that since the injunction in 
question does not occur in the context of any particular sacrifice, it must 
appertain to both the Archetype and the Ectype. — As for the argument 
that the thing enjoined would come into the Ectype under the general law 
(that the Ectype is to be done in the same manner as the Archetype), — our 
answer is that (it is the other way about), when the tiling has already come 
into the Ect3pe by virtue of the isolated Injimction to that effect, it does 
not stand in need of that thing coming to it under the said general law. 
Hence what the general law can bring into the Ectype will bo all other 
details except the one that has come into it already through the isolated 
injunction imder consideration. — ^Then again, the fact that tlfe Srupa (at 
all sacrifices including the Ectype) is to be of Khadira wood- is laid down 
directly by the perceptible Injunction under consideration, while if it were 
to come into the Ectype through the general law, that would at best be only 
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an inference ; and Perception is always more authoritative than Inference. 
— ^For all these reasons we conclude that the isolated Injunction (which does 
not occur in the context of any sacrifice) appertains to both the Archetype 
and the Ectype.*’ 

SUTRA (4). 

'‘If it is urged by the Siddhantin that — ' In view of a 

PERCEPTIBLE FACT [THE GENERAL LAW IS TO BE 
TREATED AS MORE AUTHORITATIVE THAN 
THE ISOLATED INJUNCTION] * — [THEN 
OUR ANSWER WOULD BE AS IN 
THE NEXT StJTRA].” 

Bhd^ya. 

“ Tho Siddkdntin might argue as follows : — ‘ If the isolated Injunction were 
more authoritative than the general law (tliat the Ectype is to be done like the 
Archetype), then a thing having come into tho Ectype by virtue of that 
Injunction, it would not stand in need of the general law ; so tliat when 
all the needs of the Ectype will have been supplied in this manner^ there 
would bo no application of tho general law at all ; — and under these 
circumstances, there would be no possibility of our finding tho Praydjaa per- 
formed at tho Ectype (at which tho Praydjas come in from tho Archetype 
only by virtue of the general law) ; but in fact, wo do actually find the 
Praydjas at tho Ectype, as is indicated by tho text ' Praydje praydje 
krszMlam jnhoti ’ At each Praydja one should offer the oblation of a gold 
piece into the firo *] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 3). — On tho other hand, if the 
general law is more authoritative than an isolated Injunction, then the 
perceived fact (of the Prayajas being present at tho hictypo) becomes plainly 
explicable. — ^From all this wo conclude that the isolated injunction apper. 
tains to tho Archetype only.* 

“ Our answer to this argument of tho Siddhantin would be as follows : — 

SUTRA (5). 

[POrvapaksin’s Rejoinder] — “ That cannot be ; as the 

ISOLATED INJUNCTION LAYS DOWN ONLY ONE THING 

Bhdsya. 

“ The isolated Injunction in question cannot appertain to tho Archet 3 q)e 
only ; it must appertain to all sacrifices ; for the simple reason that it does 
not occur in the context of any particular sacrifice. It has been argued that 
if the Ectype has all its needs fulfilled by the isolated injimction, there can be 
no application of the general law. But this is not right ; because the isolated 
Injunction does not render the general law imnecessary ; in fact, it is only 
when the Sruva has come into the Ectype by virtue of the general law, — 
that the fact of its being made of Khadira^wood is laid down by the isolated 
injunction ; so that if the general law were not there (to admit the Sruva 
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into the Ectype), the isolated Injunction would not be applicable at all 
[as there would be nothing that could be of Khadira^woiKl] ; — ^nor can the 
isolated Injunction be taken as prescribing the use of the Sruva and also 
the fact of its being made of Khadira-wood ; — ^why ? — hecausa the Injunction 
lay a down only one thing ; the injunction that ‘ he who uses a Sruva of 
Khadira-wood, otc.’ lays down only one thing ; and it does not lay down the 
Sruva, as well as the fact of its being made of Kkodira-wood ; all that the 
text does lay down is the fact of its being made of Khadirawood with regaid 
to the Sruva which latter has alretidy come in (by the general law). — Thus 
then there is use for the general law, wliich lays down all those other details 
which are not laid down by tho directly perceptible isolated Injunction. — 
From all this it follows that tho isolated Injunction appertains to both tho 
Archetype and the Ectypo.” 

SUTRA (6). 

“ It might be urged (by the Siddhantin) that ‘ the injunction 

IN QUESTION [is ENTIRELY LIKE THAT OF THE INJUNCTION OF 
OTHER ACCESSORIES OF THE AbOHKTYPE] ’ ; — [oUR ANSWER 
TO THIS WOULD BE AS SET FORTH IN 
THE NEXT StJTRAl.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ Tho Siddhantin may argue as follows : — ‘ Tho InjuiKJtiou in question is 
just like tho other injunctions bearing upon tho zVrchetypo. For instance, 
tho accessories of the Archetype are laid down in detailed as well as in 
abbreviated form ; for instance, when it is said offers tho five Praydjaa **, 
it is ill an abbreviated form ; but when tho same is said in the foiin “ Samidho 
yajati, etc.” (Taitti. Saih. 2. 6. 1. 1) jivlicre all tla^ l^rayajas are separately 
named], it is in a detailed form ; — in tho case lUKlor consideration also, 
when it is said “ Ho whose Sruva is made of Kluidira-ivood, etc. etc.”, it 
is in a detailed form ; but when it is said ‘‘ lie whose Sr?iva is of tliis shape ”, 
it is in an abbrcviatf3d form. — Such is the kind of injunction that we find 
in connection with the Archetype. — Now tho injunction under discussion 
also is of this same kind ; — hence it follows that this injunction also pertains 
to the Archetype. I'his is a pure inference from the Universal to the. 
Particular. — ^From all this it follows that tho isolated injunction appertains 
to the Archetype.’ 

“ Our answer to this reasoning is as follows : — 

SOTRA (7). 

[PfJRVAPAKSIN’S ANSWER TO THE SiDDHANTIN’s ARGUMENT IN 
gtJ. 6] — “ It IS NOT SO ; as it is a case of simple 

SIMILARITY.” 

Bhd§ya, 

“It cannot be as explained above. Such inferences from the Universal 
to the Particular as have been put forward above do not prove anything ; 

37 
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all that is true is that there is some similarity between the injunctions bearing 
upon the Archetype and the Injunction under consideration ; there is nothing 
to prove that this latter pertains to the Archetype. — ^Then again, in con- 
nection with the Ectype also, there are accessories enjoined in detailed and 
abbreviated forms ; for instance — when it is said that ‘ there are three obla- 
tions into the fire ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 9. 3), it is in an abbreviated form ; and 
when the injunction proceeds to lay down the mantras with which these obla- 
tions are offered, — such as ^ Ainaruinuisydmanasya devdk, etc.’ [Taitti. Sam. 
2. 3. 9. 3], it is in a detailed form. — ^Thus it is found that isolated Injunctions 
are similar also to the injunctions bearing upon the Ectype. — From all this it 
follows that what is put forward by the Siddhantin (under Su. 6) is no reason 
for holding that what is enjoined in the isolated injunction should find place 
in the Archetyi^e.” 

[Of Sutras 6 and 7, Kumarila has suggested a second interpretation — 
see Tantravdrtika — ^Trans., pp. 1509-1510.] 

SUTRA (8). 

[Siddhantin’s final Answer to the POrvapak^a] — In reality, 

THERE BEING A CONFLICT OF OPINION IN REGARD TO THE EcTYPE, — 
INASMUCH AS WHATEVER IS LAID DOWN BY THE GENERAL 
LAW APPLIES IN ITS ENTIRETY (TO THE EcTYPK), — WHAT 
IS ENJOINED IN THE ISOLATED INJUNCTION 
MUST APPERTAIN TO THE ARCHETYPE. 

Bhd§ya. 

The particle ‘ f w ’ (‘in reality*) rejects the view set forth above. 
What we hold is that the isolated Injunction does not pertain to all sacrifices 
(Archetype as well as Ectype) ; — why ? — became whatever is laid down by 
the general law applies in its entirety to the Ectype ; i.e. the general law brings 
to the Ectype the entire procedure, and the needs of the Ketype and its 
resultant Apurva cannot all be fulfilled by the isolated Injunction ; specially 
because it is evident from Syntactical Connection that what is laid down in 
the isolated Injunction (i.e. being made of Khadira-wood) is in connection 
with the implements, and not with the (ectypal) sacrifices (directly) ; and 
these sacrifices stand in need of help from the Archetype, through the clear 
indication of the General Law ; and hence it is with the Archetype that they 
become syntactically connected. Thus it is that what can supply all the 
needs of the Ectype are the accessories of the Archetype, not any isolated 
Injunctions. It is necessary therefore that the General Law should be 
brought into operation ; — and when the General Law becomes operative, 
there is no need for the application of the isolated Injunction. In fact, in 
the absence of ‘ Context * or any other indicative of connection, even though 
the isolated Injunction were operative, it could not become connected with 
the Ectype. For these reasons the isolated Injunction can have no con- 
nection with the ectypal action. — ^Thus then, there being a conflict of opinion 
in regard to the ‘ mukhya the sacrifice in question, — i.e. the Ectype, — as 
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to whether it is supplemented by the isolated Injunction, or by the 
archetypal accessories, — it follows, on the strength of the General Law, that 
it is supplemented by the archetypal accessories ; and under the circumstances, 
the isolated Injunction cannot apply to it. — From all this it follows that 
the isolated Injunction pertains to the Archetype. 



Adhikaraisia (2) : The number ^ seventeen^ connected with 
the ‘ Sdmidhenl ’ mantras appertains to the Ectype : 
Exception to Adhi. (1). 

SUTRA (9). 

On account of the peculiarity of the Context, the number must 
PERTAIN to the EcTYPE ; AS IT WOULD BE INCOMPATIBLE 
(with the acckssories of the Archetype). 

Bhdsya, 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, the extent of the Sami- 
(IMnl Mantras is thus declared — ‘ Saptadasha SamulMniranidwHyat ’ [‘ one 
should recite the seven teen Sdmklhenl Mantras'} (Aita. Bra. 1. I). 

[The mantras beginning with ^ Praoovajd abhidyavafy* — Rgveda 3. 27. 1 — are 
called ‘ SamidhSnl *, ‘ Kindling because they are recited at the time of kindling the 
Sacrificial Fire. The number of these is eleven ; but in connection with their reci- 
tation, several numbers — 15, 17 and so forth — are found to be laid down; these 
numbers are made up by some of the same mantras being repeated twice or 
thrico.] — 

In regard to this th(»ro arises the question — Dotvs this injunction (of 
the number ‘seventeen ’) pertain to the Archotypo or the Ectype ? 

On this question, wo have the Purrnpaksa view that, in accordance 
with the principle of the foregoing Adhlkarann^ the number ‘ seventeen ’ should 
appertain to the Archetype ; and that as ‘ fifteen ’ is the number definitely 
prescribed in connection with the Archotypo, there should bo an option [i.e. 
one may recite either seventeen or Jifteeji Sdmidheni ^Mantrosl ”. 

Against. this Purvapaksa, wo have the following Siddhnntn : — Injunctions 
like the one under consideration should appertain to tho Kct\ pe ; — why ? 
— ^because tho Archetype has all its requirements fulfilled by tho number 
‘ fifteen — “ But we have already pointed out that there would be an 
option (between ‘ fifteen ’ and ‘ seventeen ’).” — On aevotmt of the peculiarity 
of the Context, there can be no option betweem ‘ fifteen ’ and ‘ seventeen * 
(in regard to tho Archetype); specially because the two injunctions differ 
entirely in their character ; [the ‘ fifteen ’ being en joined in the special con • 
text of the Archetype itself, while ‘ seventeen ’ is enjoined in an isolated 
injunction]. — As regards tho Ectypts however, the admission of the number 
‘ fifteen ’ into it would be based upon Inference (on the strength of the 
general law that ‘ the Ectype is to be done in the same manner as the Arche- 

’)> number therefore would beset aside by the directly perceived 

Injunction, of the number ‘seventeen’, which therefore would find place 
in that Ectype. In this manner there would be no needless repetition 
either (as was found in tho foregoing Adhikararta) and tho Injunction of the 
entire performance would thus become summed up, without any needless 
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repetition [such as was found in the preceding Adhikarafia \ — ^From all 
this it follows that Injunctions like the one we have been considering 
appertain to the Ectype. 

[Kurnarila is not satisfied with this presentation of the Adhiknrana ; 
he proposes a somewViat different interpretation, see Tantravartika — ^Trans., 
pp. 1515-1516.1 



ADHiKABAijrA (3) : Accessories like the Milking Vessel 
appertain to the Archetype : An exception to the 
foregoing Adhikaratf^. 

StJTRA (10). 

All that is ‘ conditional ’ should find place in the Archetype ; 

THIS CHANGE OF THE ORIGINAL BEING DUE TO THE 
MENTION OF THE SPECIAL CONDITION. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Darahapuriyimdsa it is laid down — ‘ If the 
sacrihcer is desirous of acquiring cattle, water should be carried in the milking 
vessel.’ — Similarly in connection with animal dedicated to Aqni^Sonm, we 
find the following declaration, in reference to the sacrificial post — ‘ If one 
desires Brahmic glory, he should make the sacrificial post of Bilva wood * 
[Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 8. 1]. 

In regard to such texts, there arises the question — ^In regard to 
(conditional) injunctions, like those,, there arises the question — Should they 
find place in the Archetype or in the Ectype ? 

The PurvapaJem view is that “ they should find place in the Ectype ; 
because the requirements of the Archetype have boon fulfilled by means of 
(a) the other vessel (Chamasa, cup, which is enjoined specially in regard 
to the Archetype, Darshapurnarnasa (in the case of the first text), and (6) 
(in the case of the second text) the other Sacrificial post (i.e. that made of 
Khadira wood, which is enjoined specially in connection with the Archetype, 
Jyoti^fojna) [which leaves no room for the ‘ milking vessel ’ and the ‘ Bilva 
wood 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta — What 
is conditional pertains to the Archetype ; because it has been enjoined with 
special roforonco to the condition ; (6) the Sacrificial Post made of Khadira 
or Paldsha or Rohitaka has been enjoined in a general way (without 
reference to any conditions or circumstances) (in connection with the 
Jyotis^ma) ; (a) so also has the ‘ Cup ’ been enjoined (in connection with 
Barshapiiriyzmdsa, as to be used for keeping water near the Ahavaniya fire) ; 
while (6) the Bilva wood (for the Post) and the Milking Vessel (for the carrying 
of water) have been laid down with reference to special conditions (that 
of (a) being desirous of ‘Brahmic glory’ and of (b) being desirous of 
obtaining Cattle) ; and a special Injunction always sets aside a general onel 
As regards ‘ Context ’, that is common to all actions (Archetype and Ectype) ; 
the presence of the ‘ condition ’, however, is something very special and 
what comes into a sacrifice through the general injunction does so only 
indirectly, by having recourse to indirect indication [the general term being 
taken as indirectly standing for the special thing] ; on the other hand, what 
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comes through a special injunction does so through the perceptible Direct 
Assertion ; — and Direct Assertion is always more authoritative than 
Indirect Indication ; — and what is perceptible is more authoritative than what 
is noUperceptible. — For these reasons the articles enjoined are to find place 
in the Archetype only [and at the Ectype^ the Cup shall always be used for 
the keeping of water, as is going to be decided under 8. 1. 24]. 



Auhikaraija (4): The ^Fire-installation^ is not auxiliary 
to the ‘ Pavamdna^ Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (11). 

[P(TrvapaksaJ — “ On account of the ‘ Context the Fire-installa- 
tion MUST BE REOARDED AS AUXILIARY TO THE SACRIFICE 

(Pavamana).” 

Bhdsya. 

[Hitherto wc have been dealing with Injunctions admittedly ‘ isolated not 
occurring in the context of any particular sacrifice ; we are now going to deal with 
an Injiniction which, though apparently occurring in the context of a particular 
sacrifice, has to be treated as an ‘ isolated ’ one.] 

There are the Pavatndna sacrifices spoken of in the texts — ‘ Agnaye 
aatdkapakbm nirmpet — Agnaye pdvakdya — Agnaye shuchaye * [Taitti. Sam. 
2. 2. 4. 2] ; — ^in the ‘ context.’ of these same sacrifices, wo find the injunc- 
tion that ‘ During the spring, the Brahmana shall install the fires ’ (Taitti. 
Bra. 1. 1. 2. (5). 

In regard to this, there arises the question —Is the Fire-installation for 
the purpose of (auxiliary to) tho Pavayndrva sacrifices, or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is that — “ Fire-installation is 
for the piu'pose of the Pavanidna sacrifices ; — why ? — on account of the 
context ; that is, it is found to be spoken of in the context of these sacri- 
fices, and hence it must be regarded as being subservient to their purpose 


SUTRA (12). 

[Siddhanta] — That cannot be ; as in reality, the Pavamana 

SACRIFICES THEMSELVES ARB PERFORMED FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF THE ‘ Fire 


As a matter of fact, the Pavamana sacrifices are performed for the 
ljurposo of (consecrating) the Fire. If tho Fire were for the purpose of 
(auxiliary to) the Sacrifice, then the Fire-installation, as auxiliary to the Fire, 
could be regarded as helping the sacrifices; but the sacrifices in question 
{Pavamana) do not bring about any results ; so that the Fire-installation 
(if auxiliary to those sacrifices) would also be useless. — “But why should, 
the Pavamana sacrifices be regarded as auxiliary to the Fire ? ” — Simply 
because they serve no purpose at all, while the Fires serve a distinctly 
useful 'purpose. — ^fhough the sacrifices are to be accomplished, yet they 
could be performed for the purpose of the Fires which are accomplished 
entities ; [though ordinarily it is the /accomplished entity that serves the 
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piirpose of what is yet to he accomplished], — From all this, it follows that 
Fire-instkllation is not auxiliary to the Pavamdym sacrifices. 

SUTRA (13). 

Also because we find an indication. 

Bhnsya . 

There is an indicativ'^o text which shows that tlio Pammdna sacrifices 
are performed for the purpose of the Fires. — “ What is that indicative text j ” 
— It is as follows — ‘ Jlryati vd esa dhitah pashuryadagnih, tadetanyeva 
aynyddheyasya hamynsi sarkvatsard nirvapet, tena vd esa na jlryati, teyvainam 
purnarnavayn karotl, tanmi sukamnyyi ’ (see Taitti. Sarn. 1. 5. 7. 3) [" The 
Fire that has been installed droops ; hence those offerings should bo made at 
the end of a year, in connection with the Firo-insbillatfon ; by this the 
Fire does not droop ; it makes it fresh, and it is no longer small [whore the 
offerings, by which the Pavayymna sacrifices are meant, are clearly spoken of 
as helping the Fire that has been installed]. 



Adhikabai^a (5) : The Fire-inatallatioh is auxiliary to all 

Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (14). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA] — “ The Injunction of ‘ Fire-installation ’ should be 

TAKEN AS PERTAINING TO THE ARCHETYPE, — JUST LIKE OTHER 
ISOLATED INJUNCTIONS.” 

Bhdsya, 

In regard to the ‘ Fire-infltallation ’ referred to in the foregoing ArJhu 
karana, there arises the question — Is the Fire -installation auxiliary to the 
Archetype only, or to all sacrifices ? 

The PurxHipakaa view is that “it is auxiliary to the Archetype only ; — 
why ? — jtiat like other isolated injt4nction8 ; i.e. just for the same reason for 
which other isolated injunctions pertain to the Archetype (see Sfi. 1 0, above) **. 

StJTRA (15). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Fire-installation is auxiliary 

TO ALL SACRIFICES, BECAUSE IT ‘ HAS ITS OWN TIME ’ 

[or, according to Tantravartika, p. 1530, ‘ has 
been enjoined by itself independently 

Bhdsya. 

In reality the ‘ Installation ’ should be taken as auxiliary to all sacri- 
fices. — “ What is the meaning of this ? ” — ^The moaning is that the ‘ Installa- 
tion ’ is for the sake of the Fire which is used at all sacrifices. As a matter of 
fact, this ‘ Installation * has not been enjoined in reference to the Arche- 
typal Sacrifices ; nor is there any ‘ Direct Assertion or ‘ Indication *, or 
‘Syntactical Connection’, or ‘Context’, or ‘Order’, or ‘Name’, — ^which 
points to the ‘ Installation ’ being an auxiliary to any particular sacrifice. As 
regards the ‘ other isolated injunctions ’, as applied to any particular factor, 
it is only after its auxiliary character has been recognised by some other 
means, that we proceed to consider whether the factors are auxiliaries to the 
Archetype or to the Ectype ; hence in their case it is only right [that they 
should be taken as auxiliary to the Archetype on the grounds set forth 
under Su. 10]. — In the case in question, however, there are no grounds for 
believing that the ‘ Installation ’ is auxiliary to any sacrifice ; hence it i^l 
regarded as being done for the .sake of the ‘ Fire ’, not for the sake of any 
‘ actiqp ’ (sacrifice) ; and as the ‘ Fires ’ are for the purpose of all sacrifices (as 
shown under 3. 7. 39), we declare that the ‘Installation’ also must be for 
the purpose of (and auxiliary to) all sacrifices. [This is going to be definitely 
established under 11. 3. 2.] 
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Further, the * Installation ’ has got its ‘ oton time ’ definitely laid down 
(in the^jiuiction * The Brahmana should install the Fires during the spring *). 
This should not have been so laid down (if the installation were auxiliary to 
any particular sacrifice); for (if it were auxiliary to the Jyotiatoma), it would 
have to be performed whenever the Jyoti§toma is performed ; — and this could 
not always be the ‘ spring ’ ; similarly (if it were auxiliary to the Darsha- 
Puriyimdsa) it should have to bo performed whenever the Darslui-Puri^mdsa 
are performed ; — and this would bo either the Moonless Day or the Full- 
moon Day [not the ‘ spring *]• — On the other hand, if the ‘ Installation ' is ruti 
auxiliary to any such Archetypes, then it would not be done necessarily at the 
performance of those Archetypes ; and in that case, a separate injunction 
of the time for it would bo only right and proper. — For those reasons the 
‘ Installation ’ cannot bo regarded as auxiliary to any particular Archetype. 



Adhik ARANA (6): The Pavamdna Sacrifices should he 

offered in the unconsecrated Fire. 

SUTRA (16). 

[PiTkvapak^aI— “ The consecrated Fire should come into the 
Pavamana sacrifices from the Archetype, — ^just as the 

Prayajas do. 

Bhdsya, 

There are the PammdrKi sacrifices laid down in the texts — ‘ Agruiye 
pamtndndya, etc.* (Taitti. Saih. 2. 2. 4. 2). 

In regard to these there arises the question — ^Are the Pammdna sacrifices 
to be offered in the Fire tiiat has been consecrated by means of the Pava- 
mdna sacrifices, or in one not so consecrated ? 

On tliis question, we have the following Purvapak-aa — “ To the Pava^ 
rndna sacrifices, the Fire sanctified by means of the Pavamana sacrifices 
should come in from the Archetype ; —why ? —on the strength of the general 
law (that ‘ the Kctype should be performed in the manner of the Archetype ’) ; 
— goat as the Prayajas do ; i.o. just as the Prayajas come into the Pava- 
mdna sacrifices by virtue of tlie general law, even so would the Fires sancti- 
fied by the Pavamdna sacrifices also come into them 

SUTRA (17). 

[SiddhantaI — In reality it cannot be so ; as the Pavamana 

SAGRIFIOBS THEMSELVES ARB FOR THE VERY PURPOSE OF 
CONSECRATING THE FIRES. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality at the Pavamdna sacrifices themselves, there can be no 
consecration of the E’ires by means of those same sacrifices.— Why ? — Because 
the Pavamdna sacrifices themselves are for the venj purpose of consecrating the 
Fires ; i.e. when the Pavamdna sacrifices are performed, they are performed 
for the purpose of consecrating the Fires ; what is brought in by virtue of 
the general law is what is auxiliary to the Archetype ; [i.e. it is only an 
auxiliary to the archetypal sacrifice, Darsha-Purnamdsa^ that can come into 
its ectypes] ; — -the consecration done by moans of the Pavamdna sacrifices 
is for the sake of the Firas ; it is not an auxiliary to the Darsha-Purr^mdsa ; 
hence it cannot be brought in by virtue of the general law. — ^Further, 
by their veiy nature, the Pavamdna sacrifices need an Archetype which is 
devoid of the consecration brought about by those sacrifices ; for the 
simple reason that the Pavamdma sacrifices have not been enjoined as to 
be performed at the time (of the sacrifice which would be the Archetype of 
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those sacrihces), [these sacriHcos would therefore not be there at all]. 
[From all this it follows that the Pavamdna sacrifices are to be performed in 
Fires which have imdergone the simple consecration of ' installation *, and 
which have not undergone the further consecration through the Pavamdna 
sacrifices — Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 1533-15.34.1 



Adhikaeaijia (7) : The ‘ Up'ikarana ’ and other rites are 
to he performed only in connection with the 
‘ Agnlsomlya * animal. 

SOTRA (isf 

[PCrvapak-^a (A)J — ‘‘ What is laid down in connection with animals 

SHOULD APPLY EQUALLY TO ALL THE ANIMALS, AS THERE 
IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE CONTEXT.” 

Bhdsya, 

At the Jyotiatoma sacriHco, there are three animals — (1) the Agnlsomlya, 
mentioned in the text ‘ Yo dlksito yadagnlsomtyam pashumdlahhale ' (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 11. 0), (2) the Savanlya, and (3) the Anuharulhya, There are also 
certain details to be performed in connection with the animals, such as — (a) 
Updkaratl^m [Touching the animal witli the two mantras beginning with 
^ Prajdpaterjdyamdndh, etc.^ (Taitti. Sam. 3. 1. 4. l)and ^ Imam pashum, etc.’ 
{Ibid‘)\, (b) Updnayanam [Bringing forward], (c) Aksayd-barulhah [Tying with 
a rope], {d) Ynpe niyojanam [Fettering to the Sacrificial Post], (e) Sanjria- 
panam [Suffocating to death], (/) Vishasanam [Dissecting], and so forth. 

In connection with these details there arises the question — Are these 
to be performed in connection with all the three animals — Agnlsomlya, 
Savanlya, and Anubandhya ? Or with the two, Agnlsomlya and Savanlya ? 
Or with the Agnlsomlya only ? 

The Purvapaksa view (A) is as follows : — ‘‘ They should be performed 
in connection with all the three animals, as there is no difference in the con- 
text, — What is this non-difference ? — It is this, that all the animals have been 
spoken of in one and the same context, that of the Jyotistama ; and us all 
of them are mentioned in that same context, all the details laid down in 
connection with the animals become connected with all the throe animals, 
and there can be no differentiation among them.” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa (A), we put forward the following view 
which is Purvapaksa (B): — “All these details should belong to the Savanlya* 
animal only. The injunction regarding the animals could appertain 
equally to all the animals only if there wore no distinction in regard to their 
context ; as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinction in their context^ 
inasmuch as the details relating to the animals have been laid down in the 
sub-context dealing with the Savanlya animals, in the following text — 

‘ Agneyah pashuragnistome dlubhyah, dgneyo hyagnistomah ; alndrdgnah 
pashurukthyl dlahhyah, alndrdgmini hyukthdni ; aindro vfsnih poifaskmi 
alabhyah, aindro vai vrsnih aindrah so^ashi ; sdrasvati mepl atirdtre dlabhyd, 
vdg vaf sara^vatl * (Shatapatha Bra. 4. 2. 5. 14), — and so on, all the details 
relating to the animals are laid down. From this it follows that, on account 
of this special context, the details should be performed in connection with 
the Savanlya animal onlyJ*' 
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[In answer to this Purvapakaa (B), we have the following Sutra, which 
sets forth a view which has been regarded as Purvapakaa (C).] — 

SUTRA (19). 

[PCrvapak:^ (C)] — “ On account of its Position, [the details 

SHOULD BE performed] IN CONNECTION WITH THE 
PREVIOUS (AgnI§OMIYA) ANIMAL ALSO.*' 

Bhdsya. 

“It has been asserted that on account of the Context, the details should 
be taken as to be performed in connection with the Satmilya animals. This 
we accept ; but we have to add that on account of Position, they shoiild be 
performed in connection with the Agniaomiya also ; as the details are laid 
down in connection w'ith the Aupavasathya (Fourth) Day, w’hbso position 
in the order of sequence is the same as that of the Agniaomiya, Hence 
the details should be performed in connection w'ith both (the Savantya as 
well as the Agniaomiya^ 

SUTRA (20). 

[SiDDHInTAJ — A cOORDINCi TO SOME VeDIC TEXTS, [THE ‘ SaVANIYA ’ 
ANIMALS ARB SPOKEN OF] IN CONNECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING 
DAY ; [N THAT CASE, ITS MENTION IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE PREVIOUS DAY IS TO BE TAKEN AS MEANT FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF LAYING DOWN CERTAIN 
ACCESSORY DETA ILS . 

Bhdaya, 

^ According to some Vodic Recensions, the Snvaniya animal.s are .speken 
of in connection with the following day; and in view of this, the text (pioted 
is to be taken as laying down certain accessory details. — “ What is that 
accessory detail for the purpose of laying down which there is the Text 
(that speaks of the Savanlya as connected with the previous day) ? “ — 
The answer to this is as follows — Having named the animals, the Text goes 
on to say — ‘ Yathd vai matsyd^vidito janamavadhuniUe evam vd ete aprajnuya^ 
mdvuA janainavadhuni>ate ’ 1‘ Just as an unknown fish strikes and shakes a 
man in water, in the same manner these animals if unknown strike and 
shake the people’]; — then there arises the riuestion — in what way are the 
Soma -extractions to bo con?iectod with the animals ? — and it is in answer 
to this that the ‘ extraction of the omentum ’ is laid dowm as the accessory 
detail (connecting the Soma-extraction with the animals) ; so that it is for the 
purpose of laying down this accessory detail (of the ‘ extraction of the omen- 
tum ’ ) that we have the text (speaking of the Savanlya animal in connection 
with the previous day) ; as it is only thus that this text becomes syntactically 
connected with the ‘ extraction of the omentum 
“ What if it is so ? ” 
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Well, if it is so, then the details laid down in connection with the animals 
cannot be taken, on the strength of ‘ Context as pertaining to the Savanlya 
animals, — they have to be taken as pertaining to the Agnlaomlya animal 
only, on the strength of ‘ Order ’ (Position). 

Question — “ Wliich is that text which speaks of the Savanlya in connec- 
tion with the ‘ following day ’ ? ” 

Answer — The text is — Ashvinam graham grhltvd irvrtd yupam parivlya 
dgneyam savanlyam pashumupdkaroti \ 

[The Siddhdnla position may bo thus explained (see Sa^darsha^iachintamkd, 
pp. 997-998) — First of all, iho context of the Savanlya animals being first and fore- 
most is found in only some recensioniil texts, not in all ; under the circumstances, 

the force of the ‘ Context ’ loses all its force The aim of the Context is to 

lay down for the first time how the ‘ extraction of the omentum ’ of the animal 
is to be done, and how it is to l)e prepared for offering in sacrifice ; and it is only 
incidentally that the Savanlya animal is mentioned ; anrl why this animal has been 
incidentally mentioned is to be thus explained — As a matter of fact, the work to be 
done on two days is all described together, — i.e. what is to be done on the following 
day is described along with what is to be done on the previous day. For instance, 
first of all tho Agnisomlya animal is prepared and killed and its omentum ex- 
tracted ; next the Savanlya animal is to be prepared and killed and the Soma-juice 
is to bo extracted ; -but this latter is done on the ‘ following day *, called the 
‘ Sutydha ’ ; while tho Agnisomlya animal is prepared and killed and its omentum 
extracted on the day previous to this, which previous day is called the Aiipavasathya 
day [described in Skatapathi-Brd, 1. 1. 1. 7, as the day on which tho Vishvedovas 
come to dwell with tho saerificer in tho hope that ho will offer sacrifices to thorn 
on the following <lay]. It is clear from this that the Agnisomlya animal is dealt 
with first, — then tho Savanlya animal. — ^The Savanlya animal is mentioned in the 
Context of tho Agnisomlya animal, simply for the purpose of laying th^wn tho 
details of tho * extraction of the omentum ’ of the Savanlya animal. That the 
Savanlya animal is to bo dealt with on the following day is clear from the text 
quoted ‘ Ashvinam graham grliltva, etc.’] 


SUTRA (21). 

[Objection I — “What the text quoted ( Ashvinam (Ihaham, etc.’) 

DOES IS TO enjoin THE TIME FOR WHAT HAS BEEN TRANSFERRED 

BY THE ‘ Extraction of the omentum ’ ” : — if this is 
URUED [by the PiJRVAPAK.SlN, THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
CIVEN IN THE FOLLOWJNC SOTRA]. 

Bhdsya, 

[Says tho Purvapak§in'\ — “ It is not right to assert that, on the strength 
of ‘ Order *, the details in question should be taken as pertaining to the 
Agnlamnlya animal ; because in reality, on the strength of the ‘^Context 
they should bo taken as pertaining to the Savanlya animal. As a matter 
of fact, whi 3 n the Savanlya is mentioned in connection with tho previous 
day, ^t is mentioned for being enjoined, and all that the text speaking of tho 
‘ Aahvina * (i.e. the text quoted by the Siddhdntin, ‘ Ashvinam graham, etc.’ 
as indicating the connection with the following day) does is to lay down 
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the particular detail of Time. — “ How ? *’ — Well, the text lays down the 
time for what has been * transferred * by the ‘ extraction of the omentum 
In fact, the ‘ extraction of the omentum* having been laid down in con- 
nection with the Morning Extraction of Soma-juice, the killing of the animal 
(from which the omentum has to be extracted) also naturally falls on the 
same day ; but the exact time for it not being known, the text quoted 
* Aahvinam graham, etc.* lays down the precise time only. — As for ‘ tying 
of the threefold rope round the sacrificial post *, this is mentioned only by 
way of reference to what has been already laid down elsewhere ; if it were 
not so, then the text quoted would contain the injunction of the said ‘ tying 
of the rope * and also the injunction of the ‘ U piikarana * of the Savanlya 
animal ; and in this way, there would be a syntactical split. — For these reasons 
the details in question should be taken as pertaining to the Savanlya animal 
only.” 

[“If the Sidclhantin thinks that there is no ‘ Context ’ of the Savanlya, he 
is very much mistaken ; because as a matter of fact, the original appearance 
of the Savanlya animal is clue to the previous sentence ‘ Agneyatnajam, etc. ’ 
(see Text quoted under Su. 18) ; then the sentence ‘ Vapayd pracharanti * 
transfers the ‘ extraction of the animal’s omentum ’ to a subsequent occasion ; 
and lastly, the exact time for it being still unknown, the sentence Aahvinan graham^ 
'■ etc.* lays down that time. That is to say, the sentence ‘ Vapayd prdtahsavanB 
pro/chararUi * transfers the principal detail- — that of Extraction of the omentum — 
to a subsequent occasion ; and inasmuch as the accessories must follow their 
Principal, the other details, such as killing and the rest, also become transformed 
to the subsequent occasion. But with all this, there still remains an uncertainty 
as to the exact time, and then the time * immediately following upon the holding 
of tho Ashvina Cup * comes to be laid down by the sentence ‘ Ashvhvim graham, 
etc,’. Thus it is this last sentence which servos the purpose of laying down the 
accessory detail of Time. If this sentence were not taken as laying down the time 
for the killing, etc. of the Savanlya animal, it would have to be taken as laying 
down the time for (1) the ‘ Tying of tho Rope round the Post *, (2) tho Updkaratia 
of the animal, and (3) tho sacrifice with all its material, Deity, etc. ; and this 

multiplicity of enjoined things would cause an objectionable syntactical split 

The sense of the Bhdaya comes to be this — If it were not as explained by 

the Purvapakain, then the sentence ‘ Aahvinam qrahnm, etc.’ would have to bo taken 
as laying down, in regard to the ‘ Tying ’, something in connection with which 
the * threefold rope * and the particular time could be en joined ; and the phrase 
‘ updkarana^ya cha ’ {Bhdaya) means that the time laid down would be for the 
Updkarana also. Hence, inasmuch as this text is found to serve the purpose 
of laying down the necessary accessories, it has to be atlmitted that there is 
a * Context ’ pertaining to the Savanlya animals. — Tantravartika — Trans., pp. 
1541-1542.] 

8UTRA (22). 

[Answer to the P<Jrvapak§in’s objection]— That cannot be ; as 
WHAT IS TRANSFERRED IS ONLY A PART OF THE ANIMAL. 


It cannot be as it has been urged by the Purvapakain ; in reality, on the 
strength of the ‘ Order the details in question must be taken as pertaining 

38 
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SHABABA-BHi9 YA ! 


to the Agm$omiya animal. As for the mention of the Savamya in connec- 
tion with the time at which the Ashvina Cup is taken up, — ^that is for the 
purpose of actually enjoining the Savanlya itself ; if it were taken as laying 
down accessories of the Savanlya, then there would be a syntactical split ; 
not so when it is taken as enjoining the Savanlya itself. It is not possible 
for the text ‘ Aahvinam graham, etc.’ to be taken as laying down the time 
for what has been transferred by the ‘ extraction of the omentum ’ ; be- 
cause the omentum is only one part (of the animal) ; and hence it could 
transfer only those details which come after the preparation of the omen- 
tum, and not the Upakdrana of the animal (which comes before the 

* extraction of the omentum ’ ). 

SOTRA (23). 

[Objection] — “ [The transference] may be due to the nature 

OF THE BUSINESS ITSELF ” — IF THIS BE URGED [THEN OUR ANSWER 
WOULD BE AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING SiJTRA]. 

Bhd§ya, 

• Says the Opponent — “ [If the transference could not bo due to the 
‘ extraction of the omentum *], then it could be duo to the nature of the 
business, — ^and for the Savanlya thus transferred, the time would be taken 
as enjoined by the sentence * Aahvinam graham, etc.*. This ‘ nature of the 
business * is indicated by the text — ‘ Mua^ind pidhdya vapoddharaTiLam d»lta 
d vapdhomdt * [Covering the extracted omentum with the first, he should 
sit there till the omentum is offered into the Fire ’] ; now if the ‘ extraction 
of the omentum * were done on the previous (i.e. fourth) day and if it were 
offered into the fire on the following (i.e. the fifth) day, then it would mean 
that the man would have to keep the omentum covered with his fist and 
sit down continuously for two days ; and certainly no one could do this ; 
for it would be necessary for him to find time to take his food and have 
some rest, etc.” 

SCTRA (24). 

That cannot be ; as what is suggested would be possible 
ONLY IF there WERE AN INCONGRUITY IN THE VeDIC TbXT. 


What has been suggested by the Purvapakain is not possible. It could 
be so only if the doing of the ‘ Extraction of the omentum ’ on the 
previous day and the offering on the following — involved an incongruity in 
the Vedic text ; — as it is however, there is no such incongruity in the Veda ; 
as it is quite possible to ‘ cover the omentum ’ with a fiatful of grass, or a 
fiatful of leaves [in which case there would be no such incongruity as that 
of the man having to remain sitting for two days, etc.]. 

Direction — ” But the text contains the word ‘ dalta ’, which means 
that the man should remain sitting ”. 
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Ansfom — ^The root ‘ as ’ does not always mean to sit ; in fact it is also 
used in the sense of netUrality or iruJifference {rest); as we find in such 
assertions as ^Qfhydni parigrhya dste\ ‘ Ksetrdni parigrhya asti * [‘ Having 
received the household utensils, he rests *, ‘ Having received lands, he rests *], 
where the root ‘ as * denotes something which is not — sittingj i.e. cessation 
of activity (resting). In the text in question also, this same sense would be 
applicable — ^the man, having covered the omentum with a fistful of grass or 
of leaves may (rest) remain inactive. — Prom all this it follows that the 
text speaking of the time of the holding of the Aahvhux Cup serves to enjc'n 
the Savanlya ; so that the details regarding the animals do not appear 
in the ‘ Context ’ of the Savanlya animals, and as such, they cannot bo 
regarded as pertaining to the Savanlya animals. 


SUTRA (25). 

Thus then, by virtue of its ‘ position ^ the details in question 

MUST APPERTAIN TO THE PREVIOUS (i.E. AonI^OMIYA) ANIMAL ; 
SPECIALLY AS THE CONSECRATION (BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
THE SAID DETAILS) IS MEANT FOR THE SAKE 
OF THAT ANIMAL. 


It has been seen that there is no ‘ Context ’ of the Savanlya animals ; 
— such being the case, for reasons already stated before (in Sii. 19 ), — i.e. 
on account of its ‘position’, — ^the details should appertain to the previous — 
i.e. the Agnlsomxya — animal ; — specially as the consecration (brought, 
about by the details in question) is for the sake of the Animal-sacrifice, 
not for the Jyotistoma sacrifice. In the event of its being for the sake of 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice, there would be no difference among the three animals 
(as regards the admissibility of the details in question to one or the other). 
As a matter of fact, however, the animal-sacrifices also, being not already 
enjoined elsewhere, have the capacity of admitting the details in question, 
— and as such it is these to whom the ‘ Context ’ belongs. — For these reasons, 
on the ground of ‘ Order * (Position), the details in question should be 
regarded as appertaining to the Agnlsomlya animal. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because we find indicatives. 

Ehdsya. 

For the following reasons also we conclude that the details relating to 
the animals appertain to the Agnlsomlya animal. — “ For what i%ason J ’* — 
Becemse we find indications ; i.e. there is a text indicative of the same idea : 
‘ Vapayd praiahsavan^ charanth puro^shena mddhyandin^ savane ’ [‘ The 

omentum is to be offered at the Morning Extraction, and the Cake at the 
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Midday Extraction *] this text speaks of the ‘ animal-offering ’ (in the 
shape of the omentum) and the " Cake ’ [and as such indicates that the 
details in question should appertain to the Agnifomvya animal only]. — ^If it 
did not do so, and if the details belonged in common to all the three animals 
for even two of them — adds the Tantravdrti]ca\ then there would be this 
difficulty tliat the ‘ Cake * (mentioned in the text just quoted) could not 
have any connection with the Savanlya animal ; because the ‘ Cake ’ has 
been regarded as consecratory of the two deities, Agni and Soma conjointly 
(not of Agni singly, which is the deity of the Savanlya) ; and by reason of 
this special capacity of the Cake (to consecrate the joirU deitiea)^ it would 
naturally connect itself with the Agnlaomlya animal (which also is connected 
with the same two deities jointly), and not with the Savanlya (which being 
related to Agni only) can have no connection with the two deities Agni 
and Soma joirUly, Tliis same fact is also indicated (by the text quoted). — 
From this also, it follows that the details in question should appertain to the 
Agnlaomlya [and the details accruing to the Savanlya would be only such as 
would come to it under the general law — says Tantravdrtika\ 

StJTRA (27). 

The text [speaking of the ‘ covering of the holes ’] is 

NOT INJUNCTIVE ; IT IS PURELY DECLARATORY. 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra is in anticipation of a few words from the Opponent, who 
says — “ The Cake-offering [which serves the piurpose of consecrating the 
two deities Agni-Soina may not apply to the Savanlya animal ; but] as 
serving the pmpose of ‘ covering up the holes ’ [as mentioned in the Vedic 
text. — ‘ Susiro vd etarhi pashuh, etc.’] (it may find a place with the 
Savanlya animal) — [It is in answer to this that we have the Sutra which 
means that] what is suggested is not possible ; because the text quoted 
is not injunctive, it is purely declaratory ; that is, the text does not 
enjoin the ‘ Cake-offering ’ for the purpose of ‘ covering the holes ’ ; in 
fact, it is only a declaration, as has already been explained [under pdda ii, 
of Discourse I, where it has been shown that such passages as are argumenta- 
tive, setting forth a reason for a certain thing, cannot be regarded as 
injunctive]. Consequently the ‘ Cake- offering ’ must be treated as serving the 
purpose of consecrating the deities ; and on that account, it is only when 
the Cake-offering appertains to the Agnlaomlya animal that it is possible 
for it to be found at the time of dealing with the Savanlya animal (which 
follows after that of the Agnlaomlya), and not on the ground that it apper- 
tains, in common, to both (the Agnlsomiya and the Savanlya). — ^From all 
this it follows that the details relating to the animals appertain to the 
Agnlaomlycm animal only. 



Adhikabai^a (8) : Details like the ‘ Fetching of the Branch ' 
appertain to both " Milkings \ 

SUTRA (28). 

[PCrvapak^a] — “ Between the two ‘ milkings ’ that which 

IS SIMPLY BOILED (AND NOT MADE INTO CURD) SHOULD BE 
UNCONNECTED (WITH THE DETAILS), — BECAUSE OF 
THE DIFFERENCE IN THE TIME.” 

Bhdsya. 

[In connection with the Darsha-Piirnanulsa, the cows are milked twice] 
there is one milking in the previous evening and another milking in the 
morning. — There are also certain accessory details laid down in connection 
with ‘ inilking ’ — such as * fetching the branch ’ (for driving the calf away 
from the cow), ‘ bringing in of the cow ‘ making the milk of the cow 
flow *, ‘ milking ’ and so forth. 

In connection with these, there arises the question — Are those details 
to be performed in connection with the Evening-milking only, or with both 
milkings ? 

On this the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Between the two milkings^ 
that which is simply boiled (and not made into curd, i.e. the morning milking) 
should not he connected with the details ; — ^why ? — ^because the ‘ Fetching of the 
Branch ’ and other details have been laid down in the same ‘ order ’ as the 
Evening -milking, in connection with the Aupavasathya (i.e. Previous) day ; 
on the same (previous) day is the Evening -milking also done. — ^Hence on the 
strength of ‘ Order the details relating to the milking should be performed 
in connection with the Evening-milking only [this milk being made into 
curd used on the following day ”]. 

SUTRA (29). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality [the details appertain to both milkings] 

BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE ‘ CONTEXT ’ AND 
THE IN.TUNCTION OF THE TIME APPLIES TO THE ACTION 
ALONG WITH ALL THE DETAILS. 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ Context ’ is common to both ; it belongs as much to the curd 
as to the milk ; and ‘ Context * is more authoritative than ‘ Order * (on 
which latter the Piirvapaksa view is based) ; therefore the det^-ils laid down 
in connection with milking should appertain to both milkings.— I^irther, 
it is not that the Ev’ening- milking is laid down as to be done on the previous 
day ; — “ when then ? ” — as a matter of fact, it is laid down as to be done 
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on the following day. — “ How so ? ” — ^The text bearing on the subject 
is as follows — ** Aindram dcuUii amavdaydydmf awdmmpayah amdvdaydydm^'* 
[* The Curd dedicated to Indra, on the Amavasya day ; the milk dedicated 
to Indra, on the Amdvdayd day *] (Taitti. Saih. 2. 5. 4. 1) ; wherein both the 
milkings are enjoined as to be done along with all details on the Amdvdayd 
day. Even so, however, the evening-milking is done on the previous day 
by reason of the exigencies of the case ; i.e. it is the very nature of the curd 
that it starts (with the milking) on the previous day and is finally made up on 
the following day. Thus it is not true that the details have been laid down 
in the * Order ' of the Evening-Milking (which is the premise upon which the 
Purvapakpa is based). — From all this it follows that the details in question 
appertain to both Milkings. 



ADHiKABAijrA (9) : Details like * placing ^ washing'* 
anA the rest appertain to all three ^ Extractions \ 

SCTRA (30). 

Similarly the vessels are to be taken as laid down 
IN connection with other ‘ Extractions ’ also. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Jyoti^poma sacrifice laid down in the text — ^ Jyotistomena 
smrgakdmo yajeta ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 5. 2. 2). — In reference to this sacrifice, 
ten vessels, — the ^ Aindramyava* (Dedicated to Indra-Vayu) and the rest, 
are laid down in connection with the Morning -Extract ion [there being 
three ‘ extractions * of the Soma- juice, in the morning, in the evening and at 
midday] ; in regard to these vessels certain details have been preswibed, 
such as — (a) ‘ Upopte anye grahdh addyante, anupopte dhnivdh ’, [‘ The other 
vessels are placed on a raised ground, the Dhruvd vessel is placed on 
‘Aground not raised ’], and (6) ‘ Dashupavitrenyi graham sammdrati ’ Cleanses 
the vessel with the hem of the garment’]. — Apart from these ten, there 
are other vessels, laid down in connection with the Midday Extractions 
and others again in connection with the third (Evening) Extraction. 

Now, in regard to the vessels used at the Midway Extraction and those 
used at the Evening Extractions there arises the question — should the 
details (of Placing and Cleanaing) be performed in connection with all 
vessels ? or only in connection with those (ten) that are used at the 
Morning-Extraction ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that ** the Details should be performed only in 
connection with those used at the Morning Extraction, not with any others ; 
because it is in the ‘ Order ’ (Position) of the Morning Extraction that the 
Details have been laid down.*' 

On this we have the following Siddhdnta — To other Extractions than 
the Morning one, — i.e. to the Midday Extraction and at the third Extraction 
— also, the injunction of the vessels (and what is to be done to them) is 
applicable, in the same manner as in the previous Adhikaratyi, That is, 
the ‘ Context ’ is one and the same for all the three Extractions,— and it is 
in that same ‘ Context ’ that the details in question have been laid down ; 
— through ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ also, the details are connected with 
every one of the vessels (used at the three Extractions) ; — and both ‘ Syntac- 
tical Connection ’ and ‘ Context ’ are more authoritative than ‘ Order ’. — 
Hence it follows that the details laid down in connection with the vessels 
appertain to all tba vessels that are used at the three Extractions. 



Adhikarai^ta (10) : The ‘ Threefoldness of the Rope * 
pertains to all animals. 

SOTRA (31). 

The Rope also [pertains to all], specially as we find 

INDICATIVES TO THAT EFFECT. 

Ehdaya, 

At the Jyotiatoma^ the Agmaomtya is one of the animals used, as laid 
down in the text — ‘ Yo dlhaito yadagnlaomtyam paahumdlahMta ’ (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6) ; — in connection with this we find mentioned the ‘ Rope’, 
as also certain details relating to the Rope, in the text — ‘ The Rope is 
threefold ; it is made of Kusha -grass ; it should be made of well -beaten 
grass *. 

In regard to tliese, there arises the question — Do these details appertain 
in common to the Rope of the Agni^miya animal, as well as to that of the 
Savanlya animal ? Or to the rope of the Agmmmlya animal only ? 

The Purvapakm view is that “ through the ‘ Context they should 
appertain to the Rope of the Agnl^omtya animal only 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The details appertain 
in common to both (the Rope of the Agniaomtya as well as the Rope of the 
Savanlya) ; — why ? — because we find indicatives to that effect, — the indicative 
text declaring — ‘ Aahvinam graham grhltvd Irvritd yupam parimya dgnJiyam 
pashumupdJcaroti \ [‘ Taking up the vessel dedicated to the Ashvins, and 

covering the Post with the threefold rope ; one touches the animal dedicated, 
to Agni, i.e. the Savanlya animal] ; wherein the Rope is indicated as to be used 
for the ‘ Covering ’ of the Post for the Savanlya animal ; and this indication 
would bo possible only if the Rope and its details were common to both 
the animals. If it appertained to the Agnlsomlya animal only, then it would 
have become excluded from the ‘ Covering ’ of the Post in connection 
with the Savanlya animal, which * covering ’ is different from the * covering ’ 
done in connection with the Archetype ; then again, the * covering of the 
Post * done in connection with Savanlya is totally different from the 
‘ covering ’ done at the Archetype, and y'et we find ‘ threefoldness ’ men- 
tioned in connection with it. — How so ? — Well, we find the text — ‘ Taking 
up the vessel dedicated to the Aahvina, and going out, he covers the Post’ ; 
— such being the case, if the Rope did not appertain in common to the 
Agnlsomlya and the Savanlya, then it would follow that the ‘Covering’ 
(in connection with the Savanlya) should be done with a piece of cloth r 
and yet the text indicates the Rope (by the mention of ‘ threef oldness ’). — 
Hence it follows that the Rope is common to both the animals ; — and when 
the Hope is common, the details relating to it should also be common. — 
Thus it is that the fact of the Rope being common to both is shown by the 
indicative text. — “ But what is the reason here (apart from the indication — 



adhyIya m, pIda vi, adhikabana (10). 


601 


in support of the Siddhdnta) ? ** — ^The reason is that through ‘ Context 
the Rope and its details should appertain to the Post of the Agntsomiya 
animal only, while through ‘ Syntactical Connection \ they should apper- 
tain to every Post (connected with the Agnipomlya as well as the Savanlya 
animal). 



ADHiKABAiurA (11) : Details like ‘ Placing ’ shmM he 
done to the * Aihshu * and the * Adabhya ’ also. 

S0TRA (32). 

[PCrvapak§a] — “What is enjoined at a distance cannot 

BE CONNECTED WITH THE OTHER DETAILS, BECAUSE OF 
NON-PROXIMITY 

Bhd§ya, 

There are certain vessels ‘ enjoined at a distance ’ from the Jyotistoma 
(i.e. in a totally different context), — ^such, for instance, as the vessels Amshu 
and Addbhya^ which have been enjoined in the section dealing with the 
Aupaaada-Anuvdkyd (which is a section far removed from the section dealing 
with the Jyotistoma). 

In regard to these vessels (Amshu and Adtbhya)^ there arises the question 
— Should the details (Placing, Cleansing, and so forth) laid down in connection 
with vessels used at the Jyotiptonui be performed in connection with the 
Amshu and the Adabhya, or not ? 

The Purvapakpa view is as follows: — “The said details are not to be 
formed in connection with the Amshu and the Adabhya, — because of non- 
proximity ; in the case of the * boiling ’ laid down in the text — * One boils 
what is dedicated to MUra-Varumi '* (Tai. S. 6. 4. 8. 2) — we find that 
boiling is done only to that cup which is dedicated to Mitra-Varuwi, 
and not to all the cups ; in the same manner, all the details under 
consideration should be done to those vessels only that are mentioned in the 
same Context (of the Jyolistoma), and not to all vessels 

SUTRA (33). 

In REALITY, THE VESSELS NOT MENTIONED IN THE SAME CONTEXT ALSO 

SHOULD BE CONNECTED WITH THE DETAILS IN QUESTION ; AS 
THOSE VESI|ELS ALSO ARE OF USE AT IT (THE JyOTI§TOMA 
SACRIFICE) ; SPECIALLY AS WHAT IS AUXILIIRY TO A 
SACRIFICE MUST APPLY TO ALL THAT IS OF 
USE AT THAT SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya, 

A vessel like the Amshu and Adabhya, even though not mentioned 
in the same Context (of the Jyoti^toma)^ should be connected with the details 
in question ;~why ? — because ‘ Syntactical Connection * is more authorita- 
tive than ‘ Context *. 

Objection — “If these details were performed elsewhere (in connection 
with another sacrifice), they could not help the Jyotippoma, in any way **. 
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Answer — ^They would certainly help the Jyotiptorm, — because the 
Aiihahu and the Adahhya are of use at it -i.e. they are of use at the Jyoti^- 
foma. Then again, the details relating to the vessel is of the nature of 
* auxiliary and as such, through the vessel, they would help the Jyotistoma ; 
and as many vessels would be serviceable at the Jyotistoma^ — to all these 
the details in question should appertain. — ^From this we conclude that the 
details laid down in connection with the vessels should be performed in 
connection with the Amshu and the Adahhya also. 


SUTRA (34). 

Thebe could be restriction only it thebe were a direct 

DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been said by the Purvapaksin (under Su. 32) in regard to the 
‘ boiling ’ of the milk in the vessel dedicated to Mitra-Varuna is quite right, 
so far as that case is concernedly as in that case there is the direct declara- 
tion (to the effect that the ‘ boiling ’ is to be in connection with that par- 
ticular vessel), — and hence this direct declaration seta aside the indication 
of the * Context ’ and restricts the boiling in its scope. In the case in ques- 
tion, howeyer, it is quite the reverse ; in the case cited it is the indication of 
the * Context* that the boiling should be done to all the vessels, while the 
restriction of it to a particular vessel is done by the direct declaration con- 
tained in the ‘Sentence’ quoted; — ^while in the case in question, the con- 
nection of the details with all vessels is directly declared by the ‘ Sentence *, 
and it is the indication of the ‘ Context ’ that restricts it to particular vessels. 
[And as ‘ Sentence i.e. ‘ Syntactical Connection ’, is always more authorita- 
tive than the ‘ Context ’] it follows that the details in question are to be 
performed even in connection with those vessels (the Amshu and the 
Adahhya) which are not mentioned in the • same ‘ Context ’ with them. 



Adhikara^ia (12) : The qualifications of the ^Chitrinl^ 
and other Bricks are auxiliary to the Fire and hence 
should he connected with the details laid down 
for the Fire-altar. 

SUTRA (35). 

Similarly, even those that are not mentioned in the 
SAME ‘ Context ’ should be regarded as auxiliary 
TO the Fire. 


Bhd§ya. 

Without any reference to the Fire, wo have the texts — (o) ‘ Chitriiii- 
rupadadhdti, hajriiiirupadadhdti ’ [‘ He puts in bricks with figures, he puts in 
bricks with the mark of the thunder-bolt *] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 7. 3. 1) ; — (6) 
* Bhutdafakd upadadhdti ’ [‘ He puts in well -baked bricks ’] (Taitti. Sam. 
5. 6. 3. 1 ). — Then, there are certain qvalificatiom of Bricks laid down in the 
context (of the Fire-altar), such as — ‘ Bricks should be made entire and not 
black * ; ‘ one should smear the bricks with ashes 

Now, there arises the question — Should these latter qualifications 
be applicable in those bricks that are not mentioned in the same Context, — 
or not ? 

On this the Purvapakpa view is that — “The qualifications should not 
bo applicable to them ; — why ? — ^because of non-proximity (remoteness) 
The Siddhdnta view is that the bricks like those in question should be 
regarded to be as much an auxiliary to the Fire (altar) as the vessels have 
been foiuid (in the preceding Adhikaraum) to be to the dyotiafoma sacrifice ; 
because here also ‘ Syntactical Connection * is more authoritative than 
‘ Context ’ ; and also because the bricks in question also are used for the 
building of the Fire -altar. [Consequently, the qualifications laid down in 
the Context of the ‘ Fire-altar ’ should be present in the Chitri^i and other 
bricks also, though these are not mentioned in the same Context.] 



Adhikabai^a ( 13 ) : Such details as ' Measuring out \ 

‘ Fetching' i * Purchase' and ^Juice-Extraction' etc. 
are applicable to the case of Soma only. 

SDTRA (36). 

The ‘ CONDITIONAL NOT SEIKO EQUAL TO THE ‘ NORMAL CANNOT 
HAVE THE SAME DETAILS ATPEBTAININO TO IT. 


In connection with the Jyoiiafama, wo read — ‘ Sa yadi rdjanyam, etc.’ 

[‘ If one should sacrifice for the Kaattriya or the Vaiahya, and he wishes 
to eat Soma, one should collect banyan>shoots, pound them and mix them 
up with curds, and offer thia to him to eat, not Soma *]. — ^In connection 
with the Jyotiafoma again, there are certain details to be performed in 
regard to the Soma, — such as ‘ Measuring out ’, ‘ Fetching ‘ Purchasing 
* Juice-Extraction ’ and so forth. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do these details appertain 
equally to the Soma and the ‘ Fruit-mixture ’ ? Or do they appertain 
to the Soma only, the ‘Fruit-mixture’ being only a ‘Modification* of the 
Somat 

The purpose of this Adhikaraiyi is to determine whether or not these 
details are to bo performed by such persons (Ksattriyas and Vaishyas) as 
may be desirous of having their sacrifice complete in all its details. 

The PurvapaJem view is that “ the details are equally applicable to 
both the Soma and the Fruit-mixture ; as the ‘ Context * is the same 

The Siddhdnta however is as follows : — Things like the ‘ Fruit-mixture ’ 
are ‘ conditional ’, due to certain special circumstances ; and hence it can* 
not have the same details appertaining U> them, — Why so ? — Because it ia not 
equal to what ia ‘ normal ’ ; i.e. the ‘ Fruit-mixture ’ is not equal to the Soma ; 
inasmuch as Soma has been enjoined as the ‘ normal ’ substance, to be 
used in all cases, while the ‘ Fruit-mixture * is only ‘ conditional ’ (its use 
depending on the circumstance of the sacrificer being a Kaattriya or a 
Vaiahya, and then too only for the solo purpose of being ‘ eaten ’, the 
offerings, in this case also, being made of Soma- juice itself). — ‘‘ What if 
it is so ? ” — ^If it is so, then, inasmuch as the details in question also have 
been enjoined as ‘ normal * (to bo done in all cases), they cannot be performed 
as if they were only ‘ conditional ’ (to be done only under special circum- 
stances). — ^If they were treated as common (to borti the Soma and the 
FruU-mixture), then it would mean the injxmction of something wholly 
irrelevant. — ^Further, if the Fruit-mixture, being conditional, were to take 
in the details laid down in connection with Soma, — ^then those details, being 
common, would have to be regarded as repeated twice. — From all this, 
it follows that the Fruit-mixture cannot have all the details* appertaining 
to it. 



Adhikabai^a ( 14 ) ; The details laid down in connedion 
with the Princi'pdl Svhstance should appertain to its 
Svbstitute also. 

StJTRA (37). 

[POkvapak^aI — “ The substitute also should be tbeated 

SmiLABLY 


A substitute is laid down for cases where the principal substance is 
not available ; e.g. if tho Vnhi Com (which is the principal substance prescribed 
for making the Cake) is not available, Nivara Com is used in its place. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are tho details laid down 
in connection with Vrihi equally applicable to the Nivara^ or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ the substittUe is to be treated similarly ; 
that is, just as the comlitional {^fruit -mixture) cannot have applicable to it 
those same details that are prescribed for the normal (Soma), — so the 
substitute also ; as the substitute also is not equal to the Principal. — ‘ What 
is the inequality ? ’ — The ‘ inequality ’ consists in this that the details have 
been prescribed in reference to the Vnhi, not in reference to the Nivara ; 
what happens is that the details are directly enjoined in reference to the 
Vrihi, and if they are applied at all to the substitute, it is only on the basis 
of Presumption,” 

SCTRA (38). 

[SiddhInta] — Not so ; in fact, it should be treated like the 
Principal substance ; as the purpose served by both is one 
AND the same. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right to say that the substitute is not to be treated like the 
Principal ; in fact, it should be treated * exactly as it has been laid down 
(in connection with the Principal) ; bocavise in this case, the relation between 
tho two substances is not that of the root-substance and its modification. — 
Why ? — ^That the details laid down in connection with the Vnhi are adopted 
in the case of a particular Fn/ti Corn, is due to the fact that it has the 
* character ’ of ‘ Fn/ii — and when the Nipara is declared to be a substitute for 
Vrihi, it does not moan that the ‘ character ’ of ' Nivara * takes the place of tho ' 
' character * of * Viihi ’ (as it happens in the case of the root-substance, Milk, and 
its modification. Curd) ; hence the relation between the two cannot be that 
of tho^roof substance and its modification. — “ How then do the details, laid 
down for the Vrihi become applicable to the Nivara ? ” — Our answer to 
this is that those individual Vrihi grains which are distinguished by the 
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character of ‘ FrtAi are actually present in the Nimra grains (that are taken 
up as the substitute for Vtihi) ; and it is for the sake of these that the details 
in question are applied ; so that the injunction of these details applies 
equally to those grains of Nivdra as also to the other grains of Vtihi . — 
“ What is the equality between the two ? ** — ^The equality lies in the fact 
that both the grains are distinguished by the character (or shape) of "Vtihi — 
For those reasons the details are to be applied equally to both (the Principal 
substance Vtxhi and its substitute, Nivdra). 

[Tn this connection, see Su. 6. 3. 27, where we are taught that the substitute 
must be like the Principal, in shape ; so that if the shape of the Vtihi is present 
in the Nivdra, in this sense the Nivdra can be spoken of as * distinguished by the 
shape of Vtihi * ; this is what is meant by saying that the Vrlhi distinguished 
by the character of ‘ Vtihi ’ is present in the Nivdra *\] 

SUTRA (39). 

Also because it is not something authorised by the 

SCRIPTURES. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the substitute cannot be regarded as 
a modification of the Principal. — ^For what reason ? — The reason is that 
the substitute (Nivdra) comes in on account of the need ; that is, when the 
principal substance becomes spoilt, there is need for a substance to be used 
at the sacrifice, and it is in fulfilling this need that the Nivdra is brought 
in (on the ground of its resemblance to the principal, Vtihi) [and it is not 
that the Nivdra is actually laid down by the scriptures as to be used] ; but 
the said need cannot justify the idea that the genus ‘ Nimra ’ comes in in the 
place of the genus ‘ Vtihi \ — For this reason the substitute camiot be 
regarded as a * modification ’ of the Principal substance which is enjoined 
by the scripture as the one to be used. 



ADHiKABAijrA (15) : In the case of those * substitutes * dso 
which are actually enjoined hy the scriptures, the details 
laid down in connection with the * Principal ’ 
should he performed. 

SUTRA (40). 

The secondaby substance is mentioned fob the pubpose 

OF RESTRICTING (THE SUBSTITUTE). 

Bhdsya. 

[Tt having boon explained in the preceding Adhikararui that the Sub- 
stitute, not laid down in the scriptures, is to be treated like the Principal] 
now the question that arises is — Is the Substitute that is actually laid down 
in the scriptiu'es to be treated like the Principal — or not ? For instance, 
we have the text — ‘ If one cannot obtain Soma, he should extract the juice 
of the Putlka ’ (P. U. Bra, 9. 5. 3) [where the Pullka is actually laid down 
as the substitute for Soma, — and the question is — ^Is the PuJtlka to be 
treated like the Soma ?] 

The Purvapakm view is that — “ it is not to be treated like the Principal 
substance; because its case is entirely different from the Substitute that is 
not mentioned in the scriptures ”, 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — Th>e secondary substance is mentioned for 
the purpose of restricting the substitute. The meaning is that in this case 
also the substitution is due to need : Sotna not being there, the substance 
that should have to be used would be something resembling Soma, and what 
the text quoted does is to restrict the substitution to the Putlka which bears 
some resemblance to the Soma, and what is meant is that this Putlka is 
the only one thing that may bo used in the absence of anything more like 
the Soma ; wliat is meant being that when in the place of the enjoined 
Principal substance, something else closely resembling it should have been 
used, what is actually substituted is something different even from this 
latter (which resembles it to a smaller extent) ; and it is not substituted as 
a means to the accomplishment of the sacrifice. [All that is meant is that, 
in the event of the Soma not being available, the Putlka is the substance 
that may be brought in, as possessing some of the properties of the Soma. 
See, in this connection, Su. 6. 3. 16, 17. Says the Tantravdrtika — Trans., 
p. 1568 — The Putlka cannot be regarded as forming part of the sacrifice 
in the manner in which the Soma is ; it is brought in only as the substra- 
tum of some of the properties of Soma ; hence oven though it is mentioned 
in the Veda, it should be dealt with in the same manner as the substitute has ^ 
been dealt with in the foregoing AdhikaraifM.'] 



ADHiKARAijrA (16) : Details like the ‘ Dlksanlyd Isti ’ — 
Initiatory Sacrifice — appertain to the Agnistoma. 

StJTRA (41). 

[PCevapak^a coriinued ] — “ The Forms are to be treated 

ALL ALIKE, AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE OF 

‘ Context 
Bhd§ya. 

There is the Jyotiatoma sacrifice ; of this four Forms have been 
spoken of — viz. : (1) Agmstoirm, (2) XJkthya^ (3) J^o^shi and (4) Atiratra, 
In connection with this sacrifice certain details are prescribed — such as the 
Initiatory Sacrifice and the like. [In reality, there are seven Forms 
of the Jyotiatoma, these four, and Atyagm§toma, Aptoryamd and Vdjaplya, 
It is by way of illustration that only four have been mentioned.] 

In regard to those, there arises the question — Have these details been 
prescribed in connection with the entire Jyotiatoma in all its forms ? or 
only in its Agniatoma-iovm ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — All the Forma are to he treated alike ; 
— why ? — became there is no difference of Context ; there is no difference in 
the Context of the several Forms, whereby it could be determined that the 
details appertain to the Jyotiatoma in its Agniatoma-iovxn only ; hence the 
Forms should be treated all alike”. 


SUTRA (42). 

[POrvapakija conelvded]—' They are spoken of also as 

IF THEY WERE SIMILAR.” 


In the context where they are mentioned, the Forms are spoken of as if 
they were similar ; for instance, there is the text — ‘ Yadi agniatomo juhoti, 
yadi ukthyah paridhimanakti, yadi atirdtrah ^tadeva yajurjapan havirdhdnam 
pratipadyeta ’ [‘ If it is the Agnistoma, one offers the libation into Fire ; — if it 
is the Ukthya, he anoints the bounding sticks ; — if it is the Atirdtra, he goes to 
the HavirdMna cart, repeating this same Yajm ’] ; — here we find the several 
Forms mentioned separately, which shows that the details here mentioned 
appertain to the Jyotiatoma in all its forms; and it follows from this that 
the details that may be found to be mentioned in common (not in reference 
to any one form specifically) should also appertain to the Jyotiptoma in ftli its 
forms. If the details were not meant to apply equally to all [and applied 
to the Jyotiatoma in general], then it would appertain to the Agnistoma 
39 
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form only (as being the first) ; and in that case there would be no need 
to mention the Agniptoma in the passage quoted ; as even without such 
mention, the Agniptoma would become connected with the details all the 
same. As a matter of fact, however, we find the passage speaking of the 
Jyotigtoma in all its forms ; from which we conclude that the Context belongs 
to the Jyoti^toma in all its forms. — ^Further, we find the text — 
magamagniatomS dlahh^ta, aiindrdgnam dvUlyamuMhyl^^ awdram vr^vm 
trtlyam eodashini ’ [* At the Agnigfoma, one should kill the goat dedicated 
to Agni ; at the XJhthya, one should kill the second animal dedicated to 
Indra-Agni ; at the ^odaahan one should kill the third ram dedicated to 
Indra ’] ; the mention of the ‘ second * and the ‘ third ’ would be expli- 
cable only if all the three were dealt with alike. — [If the Forms were 
regarded as secondary modifications, then, inasmuch as there would be no 
one such detail with each, — for instance, the Aindrdgna at the Ukihya — 
that would bar the applicability, to the same Form, of all the other 
details, the Agniya, etc. ; while, if in accordance with the passage just quoted 
we should have only the Agmya goat at the Agniapyma, — the Agneya and 
the Aindrdgna goats, as the second, at the Ukihya, — ^and the Agneya, the 
Aindrdgna and the Aindra Vrani, as the third, at the sotjkLshinu^ — Thus at 
the Ukihya, there would bo two causes — the Agnistoma-chant and the 
Ukthya-chant, — and as the corresponding effects we would have the 
Agniya animal and the Aindrdgna animal ; — and thus the mention of 
the * second * becomes quite explicable. — Similarly at the ^odashin 
and the Atirdira — also. — If, on the other hand, there were the relation of 
original and its inodificaiion, the connection of the Agniya, — ^which would 
come into the Ukihya only by virtue of the general law of admitting into 
the modification of all the details of the original, — ^would have to be set aside 
by the directly -asserted ‘ Aindrdgna'* and the rest ; and in that case the men- 
tion of the ‘ second ’ and the ‘ third ’ would not bo explicable. — From all 
this we conclude that the Initiatory sacrifice and other details appertain to 
the Jyotiatoma in all its forms, 

SUTRA (43). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, the (later) Forms are mere modifica- 
tions, BECAUSE THEY ARE ASSOCIATED WITH SPECIFIC DESIRABLE 
RESULTS, AND THIS ASSOCIATION IS AS CONSTANT AS 
THE MOST CONSTANT FACTOR IN THE 
WHOLE SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that all the Forms should be treated alike; in«fact 
the later Forms, Ukihya and the rest, should be treated as mere 
‘ modifications * of the first Form (Agniffoma). As a matter of fact, the 
Initiatory Sacrifice and the other details relating to the Jyotiatoma 
have been laid down on the basis of the Agnistoma which has been treated 
as the basic Form (without which there could be no Jyotiptoma at all). 
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— “ How do you get at this idea ? ” — ^This idea is derived from the fact 
that the TJkihya and the other Forms have been laid down as associated 
ivith specific desirable resuUs, in such texts as-r(a) ‘ When one desires cattle, 
he should take up the TJkthya % (6) * When one desires strength, he should 
hynm with the ^odashin *, and (c) ‘ When one desires offspring, he should 
offer for him the Atiradra sacrifice * ; — and when an accessory associated 
mth a specific desire is enjoined, it can find place in the sacrifice only after 
modifying that accessory which forms a constant factor in the sacrifice 
(where it is performed in its constant form, without reference to any parti- 
cular desirable result). — “ Why ? ” — ^Because in such cases, the particular 
desirable result follows from the particular accessory (associated with that 
result) ; for the text says that ‘ one should take up the Ukihya if he deeires 
cattle ’, not ‘ if he desires the Jyotistmrui ’, or ‘ if he desires the Ukthya ’ ; 
and the meaning of the injunction is that ‘ he should take up the Ukthya 
so that cattle may come to him — “ In what manner would this bo done ? ” 
— ^As for that, from the fact that this injunction being in close proximity 
to the injunction of the constant element of the sacrifice (Jyoti§toma)f it 
follows that tlie procedure of this latter would be adopted in the per- 
formance of what has been enjoined as to be performed with a view to parti- 
cular results (for instance, the Ukthya), 

Question — “ But how is it ascertained that the said Procedure really 
appertains to the constant element in the sacrifice, and not to that factor 
which is associated with a desirable result ? Or that it does not appertain 
in common to both ? ** 

Answer — Whenever a desirable result follows from the use of a certain 
accessory, it does so only when the accessory is used while the action leading 
to that result is bemr/ performed^ not otherwise ; — as for the procedure^ that 
procediue is adopted which happens to be in proximity to the action ; and 
when the question arises as to whether this procedure api)ertains to the means 
of accomplishing the act (i.o. the accessory), or to what is to be accomplished 
(i.e. the action), — it cannot but be taken as appertaining to the latter (i.e. 
what is to he accomplished) ; because unless it appertains to what is to be 
accomplished^ it can have no connection with the means of accomplishment ; 
as a matter of fact, the form in which a particular procedure is prescribed is 
— • By this process one should make such and such a thing the means of 
accomplishing what is to be accomplished ’ ; and there is no method or 
process possible by which anything could be the means of acco^nplishing 
an action until the action is being accomplished. Thus then, if one were 
to attribute the Procedure to the means of accomplishing, he must admit 
that it appertains to that also vrhich ia to he accomplished, — Now in the 
case in question the Jyoti^toma sacrifice is what is to be accomplished, and 
the various Forms are the means of accomplishing it ; hence it becomes 
established that the Procedure appertains to the Jyotistoma, 

Question — “But why cannot the Procedure appertain to both [the 
Jyotistoma and the Forms] in common ? ” • 

Answer — Because the Procedure is prescribed as a constant f&ctor ; 
so that whenever the Jyotistoma is performed, the Initiatory Sacrifice (which 
forms paH; of the Procedure) must be performed. The Form ‘ Ukthya 
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on the other hand, is to be performed at the Jyotistomaf only if the 
performer happens to he one who desires cattle. Thus then, though the details 
of Procedure (comprising the Initiatory Sacrifice) must be performed at the 
Jyoti§toTna always, yet the Ukthya and the other Forms are to be 
performed only on a certain occasion [when the performer happens to desire 
the result with which the particular Form is associated]. — Such being the 
case, if the details which are to be always performed at the Jyotistcma were 
regarded as appertaining to the Ukthya and other Forms, — this would be 
a contradiction in terms, the two being entirely incompatible ; in fact, 
if the details have to be done in connection with the Jyotiptoma always^ 
then they cannot appertain to the Ukthya and other Forms [as these 
are not invariable concomitants of the Jyotistoma] ; and if they appertain 
to the Ukthya and other Forms, then they cannot bo such as should 
be performed at the Jyotistoma always ; — the two are entirely incompatible. 
— It is for tliis reason that the Procedure (comprising the Initiatory Sacrifice 
and other details) cannot bo taken as appertaining to both (the Jyotistoma 
and the Forms). 

Further, if what is ephemeral (variable) were declared to be constant 
(invariable), — then that declaration of the constant factor would itself 
be rendered ephemeral (variable) ! and thereby that declaration would 
become set aside I 

From all this it follows that the details in question appertain to the 
Jyotistoma only, in its Constant form (the Agnistoma), and not to the 
Ukthya and other Forms which are associated with the desire for parti- 
cular results. 

SUTRA (44). 

Further, on account of repetition, the details should 
APPERTAIN TO THE ORIGINAL (ArCHETYPE). 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent — “ The Agnistoma Form also is found mentioned 
as leading to a particular result.” 

True; there are two Agnistomas spoken of — one, constant (essential) 
and the other, associated with the desire for a certain result ; and by 
virtue of these two texts (speaking of the two Agnistomas), the idea would 
be that it is the constant Agnistoma itself which leads to the said result ; 
and even so, the ‘ constant ’ character of the Agnistoma would remain un- 
affected ; — andl in this way also the Initiatory Sacrifice and other details 
would appertain to the Jyotistoma in its constant form, Agnistoma, 

SOTRA (45). 

The comprehensive reference is merely verbal. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (by the Purvapakpin, in the Bhdpya on SCt. 42) that 
the reference to the Ukthya and the Atirdtra as the * second ’ and the 
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* third * respectively can be justified only if all the Forms be regarded 
as to be treated alike, — not otherwise — But it is merely a verbal state- 
ment that the animal laid down in connection with the Ukthya as to be dedi- 
cated to Indra-Agni is the second, and that laid down in connection with 
the Soifashin as to bo dedicated to Indra is the third ; and this statement 
cannot be treated as indicative of the fact that all the Form® have to bo 
treated alike. 


SOTRA (46). 

Also because of the negation of the indicatives of 

THE FOREGOING. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also the Ukthya and other Forms should 
be regarded as ‘ modifications ’ of the Agniatoina (which should be regarded 
as the ‘ original * or ‘ archetype ’ of all the other Forms). — “ For what 
reason ? ” — Because of the negation of the indicatives of the foregoing, — ^which 
we find in the sentence — ‘ If it is the Agnistoma., one offers the oblation 
into the Fire; if it is the Ukthya, one anoints the bounding sticks and 
does not offer the oblation into the Fire * ; — this negation of the ‘ offering of 
the oblation into the Fire * would not bo there [i.e. it w'ould have no mean- 
ing, if the Ukthya were not a ‘ modification * of the Agnistoma']. [The mean- 
ing of the sentence is that the Ukthya shall take in all the details of the Agni- 
stoma, with the single exception of the ‘ oblation into Fire ’ ; and this relation 
between the two is possible only when one, the preceding one, is the original 
archetype of the following one.] 

Though, on the strength of the declaration (‘If it is the Agnistoma, 
etc. etc.,' quoted under Su. 42), it would seem that when certain conditions 
are present, all the Forms are to be treated alike, yet — 

SUTRA (47). 

THE MENTION OF THE ONE FORM IS DUE TO THE PECULIAR 
CHARACTER. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 42) that “ in the passage, ‘ Yadyagnu 
stomah, etc. etc.’ there is mention of the Forms as if they were all 
similar ”. — The answer to this is that what is relevant has been spoken of 
through what is not relevant [i.e. the irrelevant accessory has been introduced 
as if it wore relevant, through the mention of a relevant action to which 
the accessory belongs — says Tantravdrtika) ; and in this case the mention 
(in this passage) of the Agnistoma (whose presence is already fhdicat^d by 
the Context) should be taken as a reference to what is already known. 

[According to Kumarila, the objection met here is based upon the presence 
of the conditional ‘ yadi ’, ‘ if ’, in the passage ; the sense of the objection being 
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that *Mt is not right that the constant {Agnia^oma) and the t;aWa&2e {Ukthya, etc.) 
should be mentioned in the same passage — each one of them with a conditional 
clause relating to the details of procedure The sense of the reply is that even 
so, as the several Forms are enjoined in the Veda in close proximity, there is 
nothing illogical in stating the possibility of certain details of procedure, which 
can belong to the constant Agnis^oma only, finding place in the variable Ukthya^ 
etc., also.] 

[The following note given in the Qaddarshanaehintaniha, on the basis of the 
Bhdttadipikd, is of importance : — There are, properly speaking, only four, not 
seven, Samsthds or ‘Forms’ of the Jyotisfoma sacrifice — (1) Agnispma, (2) 
Ukthya, (3) ^odashin, and (4) Atiratra. In the course of an extensive sacrifice, 
some hymns are recited, and by a peculiar adaptation of these hymns, when one 
Hymn was completed, it was regarded as the completion of a ‘ Form *. The 
term ‘ SamsthS ’ or ‘ Form *, stands for the place where one stops, Tn the 
Agnistoma-Form, there are twelve hymns, the twelfth and the last being 
the Agnistoma-hymn, by virtue of which the Form itself is called * Agnistoma ’. 
This is both constant (indispensable) and variable (optional) ; though the Form 
(sacrifice) is one and the same. — As regards the Ukthya-Form, it consists of the 
whole of the Agnistoma-sacrifice with three hymns in addition to the Agnistoma • 
hymns. — The ^odashi-Fortn comprises the Ukthya-eacTifico and it concludes with 
the ^o^as^i'hymn. — Lastly, the Atirdtra^Form consists of the ^odashusacrifice, 
and at it twelve additional hymns are recited three times during one night, 
and then a hymn named ^ Ashvina* is recited last. — Atydgnistoma, VdjapSya, and 
Aptoryamd, — which are the other three 5*011118 attributed to the Jyotistoma — are all 
included in the four described above, though they have been separately dealt with 
in the Smftis, When the Agnistoma is performed after the reciting of the Agni- 
stoma, Ukthya and l$o4ashi stotras, it becomes known as the ‘ Atydgnis^ma ’. — 
When the l^o^ashi sacrifice is performed after the performance of the Atydgnistoma 
and the recital of the YdfapSya-hyran, it becomes known as the VdjapByarsacriflce. 
— ^When the performance of the A ^tra^ra -sacrifice is followed by the recital (three 
times) of twelve hymns, and at the fourth time, three additional hymns are recited, 
it becomes known as the Aptoryamd sacrifice. — For a Ksattriya, the AtydgnisUma 
is indispensable, the Ukthya and other Forms are optional.] 



ADHYAYA III. 

PADA VII. 

Adhikarai^a (1) : Details like ‘ Varhi^ (grass) appertain 
to the Darsha-Purnarndsa as well as to their subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapak^a] — “ Because of the particular Context, that which 
IS* not connected (with anything incompatible with 
the Context) should appertain to the Primary 
Sacrifice.” 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Daraha-Purnamma sacrifices ; at which grass is laid 
down as to be used, and certain details arc laid down as to be performed 
in connection with the grass ; similarly there is the ‘ altar * and certain 
details relating to the * altar 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Do these things, grass 
and the rest, and the details laid down in connection with them, appertain 
to the Primary Sacrifice only ? Or to the Primary Sacrifice as well as its 
subsidiaries ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Because of the 
particular Context, that which is not connected with anything incompatible 
with the Context should appertain to the Primary Sacrifice ; — that is to say, 
the accessories and details like those in question should appertain to the 
Primary Sacrifice ; — why ? — because of the particular Context ; i.e. ‘ Context ’ 
belongs to the Primary Sacrifices, not to the subsidiaries, — and the details 
in question are connected with a particular Context, — hence it follows that 
they must appertain to the Primary Sacrifice.” 

SCTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, they should appertain to all ; because 
the ‘ auxiliary character * OF THINGS IS NOT DETERMINED 
BY ‘ Context 

Bhdsya, 

The details in question should, in reality, be taken as appertaining to 
‘ all * — ^i.e. to the Primary as well as the Subsidiary ; as in this case the 


* The word * asathyuktam', ‘not connected’, means that, even though ‘Syn- 
tactical Connection * indicates the connection of the ‘ offering-material ’ and the 
* grass *, yet there is no connection with anything incompatible with the Context. 
That is to say, in the case in question, the terms ‘ offering-material * and ‘ grass * 
are quite capable of being taken in connection with the Context, and are not 
‘unconnected* with it. — Tantravartika — ^Trans., p. 1596. 
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auxiliary character cannot be determined by ‘ Context ’ ; in fact, the 
character of the ‘ auxiliary ’ consists in being of tise ; so that, that which is 
of use to anything is its ‘ auxiliary ’ ; — ^in the case in question, the details 
are of use to all the Primary and Subsidiary Sacrifices. — “ How do you know 
that ? ” — ^We know it from the sentence — ‘ V^ydm hammsi dsddaycUi ’ 
[‘ Keeps the offering-materials on the Altar’] ; here through this sentence — 
i.e. ‘Syntactical Connection* — we learn that this refers to all offering- 
materials ; and it is through ‘ Context ’ that it would refer to that offering- 
material only which is used at the Primary Sacrifice. Under the circum- 
stances, ‘ Syntactical Connection * being more authoritative than ‘ Context ’, 
it follows that offering -materials in general are to be kept on the grass 
[‘on the altar \ "vidydm\ would appear to be the reading demanded 
by what has gone before ; but the two manuscripts also read ‘ varhisi * as 
in the printed text]. 

Says the Opponent — “ If the Context is set aside by Syntactical Con- 
nection (and the details in question are not confined to the actions men- 
tioned in the Context), then the said details would become applicable to grass 
in ordinary use also [and will not be confined to grass used at sacrifices], 

‘ What is the harm if it be so ? ’ — The objection to that is that the details 
w’dild have to bo performed everywhere (wherever there may be any grass 
at all) ! ” 

Ans^ver — Certainly, the indication of the Context is duly honoured in 
that the details are taken as to be confined to the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
Sacrifices only ; so that they could not be performed in connection with 
things in ordinary use. 

Opponent — “ If that is so, then, inasmuch as the Subsidiary Sacrifices 
are not included under the connotation of the name ‘ Darsha-PfArnamdsa^ 
the details could not be performed at those subsidiaries.” 

Answer — Though it is true that the subsidiaries are not denoted by the 
term ' Darsha-Purriamdsa\ yet they are of use at the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
Sacrifices ; so that the details performed in connection with the subsidiaries, 
would be of use to the Darsha-Purimmdsa Sacrifices. — For these reasons 
then, the details in question should be performed at the Primary Sacrifice 
(Darsha-Purnamdsa) as well as its subsidiaries. 


SUTRA (3). 

[Objection] — ‘‘ In that case they should appertain to those 

OTHER SACRIFICES ALSO WHICH ARE IN CLOSE PROXIMITY [BEING 
ENJOINED IN TEXTS NOT FAR REMOVED FROM THE CONTEXT 
IN question].” 

Bhasya. 

ObfecUon — “ In that case, the details in question should be performed 
with grass used at the Pindapitr-sacrifico also ; this sacrifice also is per- 
formed on chopped grass [and chopping is one of the details that we are con- 
sidering] ; and hence the grass is of use at this sacrifice also ; — consequently 
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this sacrifice {Pii^a-pUr-yajfia) also should be connected with the details in 
question which have been enjoined in close proximity to it (though not 
under the same Context).” 

StJTRA (4). 

[Answer] — That cannot be ; as the sentence laying down the 

DETAILS IN question IS APPURTENANT TO THE 
Darsha-PO BNAM a SA. 

Bhdsya. 

<1 / / 

The grass used at the PinAapitryajna could not tal^o in the details in 
question ; as there is a single sentence dealing with the Darsha-Purimmdsa 
along with the details ; hence it follows that the details are uf use at the 
Darsha-Purna^ndsa ; — ^and what is of use at the Darshu^Purnnmasa can 
find place in those sacrifices only, not at any other sacrifice ; consequently 
these details could not appertain to the Pimktpitryajna. 

SUTRA (5). 

Also because we find indicatives. 

Bhdsya. 

There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion — ‘/S'a vai dhruva- 
rnevdgre'bhighdraycUi, tato hi prathamdvdjyabhdgau ydk§yan bhavati ’ — where 
it is shown that the ‘ abhighdratm * (Pouring) is for the purpose of the 
first two ‘ Ajyabhdga^ofiGTmg^s 

[The text quoted shows that the ‘ Pouring * enjoined in the text 
‘ The butter left after the performance of the Praydja he pours over 
the offering -materials ’ is connected with the Primary as well as its sub- 
sidiaries ; as thus alone would there bo any justification for the order of 
sequence laid down in the text quoted, which means that ‘ the first pouring 
should be done over the Dhruvd- vessel — why ? — ‘because out of that he is 
just going to offer the two Ajyahhdga’sncri^ces ’ ; — this reason could have some 
sense only if ‘ pouring ’ were meant to be done also to the offering-material 
used at the -sacrifice (subsidiary) ; — otherwise the ‘ pouring ’ would 

be done over the Dhruvd only for purposes of the Updmshuydja (primary) 
only; and in that case, as there would be no subsequent ‘pouring’, 
there would be no sense in the reason given — ‘ because he is going to 
offer the Ajyabhdga-sacri^ce ’ ; — from all this it follows that the details in 
question appertain to the Primary as well as its subsidiaries. — Tantrai^drtika.] 



Adhikarai^a (2) : The ^ Embellishments ’ {Samsicaras) of 
the ‘ Master of the Sacrifice ’ (Sacrificer) appertain 
to the ‘ Primary ’ Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (6). 

What is laid down in connection with the ‘ Master ’ should, 

IN REALITY, APPERTAIN TO THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE ; AS 
HE IS RELATED TO THE RESULT. 

Bhd§ya, 

In connection with the Jyoti^toma, there are certain ‘ embellishments ’ 
laid down, — such as shaving of the head ^and beard, keeping of the ‘ Payo^ 
vrataa ’ and certain other austerities. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Do these appertain to 
the Primary and the Subsidiaries ? Or to the Primary only ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — “ they appertain to the Primary as well 
as the Subsidiaries, — in accordance with the principle of the foregoing 
Adhikaraim 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — ^These embellishments ham been laid down 
in connection with (i.e. for) the ‘ Master ’ (i.e. the Sacrificer), — consequently 
they ahovM appertain to the Primary Sacrifice, — Why ? — Became he ia 
rekUed to the reavlt\ that is, the relation of the Sacrificer with the Sacrifice 
is this that the Sacrifice givea (supplies) the transcendental result, and the 
Sacrificer obtaina it. — Objection — “ But there is the other relation also 
between the two — the Sacrifice is aotnething to be accompliahed (performed), 
and the Sacrificer is one who accompliahea (performs) it.” — [That may be so, 
but] as a matter of fact, when a person is spoken of (in connection with the 
injunction of a Sacrifice), it is only for the purpose of indicating to whom 
the result (of the Sacrifice) would accrue. He does not bring aboiU the 
Sebcrifice ; the Sacrifice itself becomes related to being (existence). — “ Why, 
then, should the result (of the Sacrifice) accrue to the person who performs 
it ? ” — ^The embeUiahmenta are spokeiA of as ‘ embellishing ’ ; so that what 
they do is to bring about, in the person ‘embellished ’, the capacity to accom- 
plish his purpose ; — ^now the ‘ purpose ’ of the person is to obtain the result* 
— ^not (merely) to accomplish the Sacrifice. Thus then, those embellishments 
that pertain to the person render the person capable of obtaining the reauUf — 
not capable of accompliahing the Sacrifice, — Says the Opponent ; — “ If they 
do not bring about the capacity to accomplish the Sacrifice, — how then 
can they be regarded as acceaaoriea of the Sacrifice ? *’ — Our answer to this 
is that they are so regarded because they render assistance to the Sacrifice 
in accqmplisliing its own purpose. — “ What is the purpose of the Sacrifice ? ** 
— ^It is that the performer should obtain the result. — From all this it follows 
that the embellishments of the Sacrificer appertain to the Primary Sacrifice 
only. 
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[As a’ matter of fact» it is the result of the Primary Sacrifice, not that of the 
Subsidiaries that accrues to the Sacrificer; because the Subsidiaries only serve 
the purpose of helping the Primary in bringing about its result, and they do not 
themselves bring about any result accruing directly 'to the Sacrificer. — Tantra- 
vUrtkaJ] 



Adhikabai^ta (3): Accessories like the * Saumika-Vedi^ 
appertain to the Primary, as well as to the Subsidiaries. 

SCTRA (7). 

[PORVAPAKgA] — “ BeCATTSE OF THE MENTION OF THE ‘ DESIRE TO DO ’ 
[the accessory in question should be taken as 

APPERTAINING TO THE PRIMARY ONLY].” 

Bhd^t/a. 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma, we read — ‘ Sattrimahatprakramd 
prdchly chaturvimahaliragrenay trirhahat jaghamna — iyati ahakaydmahe * 
(see Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 4. 5) [‘ Thirty-six steps towards the east, twenty-four 
on the front, and thirty at the back ; in a court -yard of this size we can 
work*]. — [This court-yard is called the Saumika-VMiy ‘the Court-yard of 
the Soma-sacrifice’, comprising the entire area covered by the SadaSf 
Assembly Room, the Havirdhdnay and the other places needed for the 
Sacrifice.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this ‘ Coiu*t-yard ’ 
appertain to the Primary and the Subsidiaries ? — Or to the Primary only ? 

The Purvapak^ view is as follows — “ Because of the mention of the 
‘ desire to do * it should he taken aa appertaining to the Primary* — ‘ Where is 
the desire to do (spoken of) ? ’ — ^It is spoken of in the phase ‘ in this court- 
yard we can work ’ ; the assertion that ‘ in this court -yard we can work ’ 
is said in regard to what is desired to he done ; — and what is desired to he 
done is the Primary Sacrifice, not its subsidiaries ; because what brings about 
the desired result is the Primary, not its subsidiaries. — An Opponent says — 
‘ If the subsidiaries are not desired to he done, why then are they done at all ? * 
— Our answer to this is that even though not desired to be done, they are 
done ; that is to say, even though they themselves are not desired to be 
done, yet, what happens is that through those subsidiaries, which themselves 
are not desired to be done, something else is desired to bo done ; — and it is 
thus that those subsidiaries also come to be performed. — ^The Court-yard 
thus must appertain to what is desired to he done ; and hence it must apper- 
tain to the Primary Sacrifice.” 

This Purvapakaa remains unanswered for the present. 

[The answer, representing the Siddhdnta is stated later on, under Su. 9. — 
The reason for this postponement of the statement of the Siddhdnta appears 
to lie in the fact that the statement of the Pdrvapakaa of the next 
Adhikarana, set forth in Su. 8, is analogous to that of the present Adhi- 
karana set forth in Su. 7; and therefore the SiUra-kdra has set forth the two 
Purvapakaas in the two consecutive Sutras 7 and 8, and then sot forth the 
two colTesponding Siddhdntaa also in the two consecutive SiJdraa 9 and 10.] 
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AdhikaraijIA (4) : ‘ Touching^ appertains to the Primary 

and the Subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (8). 

[PORVAPAK^A] — “ So ALSO ON ACCOUNT OF THE NAME [THE ACCESSORY 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS APPERTAINING TO THE PRIMARY].” 

Bhd§ya. 

There are the two Darsha^Puri^mdsa sacrifices, in connection with 
which we read — ‘ Chaturhotrd paurnamdaimahhimrshet, panehahotrd amd- 
vdaydydm * [‘At the Purnamdal, he should touch the substance with the 
Chaturhotd-inantra (Mai. Sam. 1. 9. 1), and at the Atndvdayd he should touch 
the substance with the Panchahotd-mantra ’ {lbid.)\. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Docs the ‘ Touching ’ 
herein laid down appertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries ? — Or 
to the Primary only ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ it appertains to the Primary ; — the two 
terms ‘ pauriyimdsl ’ and ‘ amdvdayd ’ are names of the tw’O Primary Sacri- 
fices ; hence the ‘ Touching ’ must appertain to the Primary Sacrifices only”. 


SUTRA (9). 

[SiDDHANTA OF AdHIKARANA (3)] — In FACT THE RESULT IS DECLARED 

TO FOLLOW FROM THE PRIMARY ALONG WITH THE SUBSIDIARIES ; 

THE ‘ DESIRE TO DO ’ ALSO SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
pertaining TO BOTH. 

Bhd§ya. 

This is the {Siddhdnta) answer to the Purvapakaa (Su. 7) that was 
left unanswered. 

It has been argued that — ” what is ‘ desired to be done is the Pri- 
mary, not the subsidiaries, and hence the ‘ court -yard ’ must appertain 
to the Primary — This however is not right ; because ‘ the IteauU haa been 
declared to follow from the Primary along with the aubaidiariea ’ ; i.e. as a 
matter of fact, what we learn from the Veda is that the Result follows 
from the Primary along with its subsidiaries ; hence what is ‘ desired 
to be done ’ must be the Primary along with its subsidiaries. Even though 
the subsidiaries (by themselves) may not be ‘ desired to be done *, yet there 
is no doubt that they have to be performed in the ‘ Court-yard ’ ; as other- 
wise the Primary with its subsidiaries would not have been performed in 
the ‘ Court-yard ’. ’ , 
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StJTRA (10). 

[SiDDHANTA OP AdHIKABANA (4)] — INASMUCH AS WHAT IS T.ATT> DOWN 
IS AN ACCESSORY, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS LAID 
DOWN FOR ALL. 

Bha^ya. 

It has been argued that — “inasmuch as the terms ^ paurfyama^^ 
and ' amavdsyd ’ are names of sacrifices, the Touching should be taken as 
to be done to the offering-materials used at the Primary Sacrifice only”. 
— ^This is not right ; because there should be Touching of the offering-mate- 
rials to be used at the Subsidiary Sacrifices also. — ^Why ? — ^Because what ia 
laid down ia an acceaaory ; i.e. in fact, when Touching is laid down, it is as 
an accessory. — ‘ What is that which lays it down ? * — It is the statement 
which declares that Touching is an accessory. — Then again, what the two 
words ‘ paurfjMmaslm ’ and ‘ amavdaydm * — ending with the Accusative 
ending — express is that ‘ the Touching should be done for the sake of 
the Paurnamdai sacrifice ’* and that * the Touching should be done for the 
sake of the Amavdsyd sacrifice ’ ; consequently the Touching should bo done 
in connection with every one of those acts where, being done, it would help 
the Paurfyimdsn or the Amdvdsyd sacrifice ; — ^and as a matter of fact, the 
Touching would help these two sacrifices whenever it is done in connection 
with any action that may be related, either directly or indirectly, to the 
Paurnamdal or Amdvdsyd sacrifice. — ^From all this it follows that the Touching 
should be done to the offering-materials used at the Primary as well as the 
subsidiary sacrifices. 



Adhikaba^a (6) : The ‘ Initiation ’ and the * Sacrificial 
Fee ’ appertain to the Primary Sacrifice. 

STJTRA (11). 

The ‘ Ihitiation ’ and the ‘ Sacbificial Fee ’ shottld be taken as 

APPEBTAIKING TO THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE, — SUCH 
BEING THE DIRECT ASSERTION. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma^ ‘ Initiations ’ are mentioned — 
' Tisro dllc^ah^ (‘There are three Initiations'] \ — the ‘Sacrificial Fee’ also 
is mentioned — ^ Tasya dvadashmhatam dak^ind' [‘At it 112 forms the 
Sacrificial Fee 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do the Initiation and the 
Sacrificial Fee appertain to the Primary and the Subsidiaries ? Or to the 
Primary only ? 

The Purvapak^ view is that — “ as the men engaged in the sacrifice 
are related to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries, the Initiation and the 
Sacrificial Fee also should appertain to the Primary as well as the 
Subsidiaries 

The Siddhdntfi view however is as follows: — ^Tho Initiation and the 
Sacrificial Fee should be taken as appertaining to the Primary ; — why ? — 
became of Direct Assertion ; we find Direct Assertions to the effect, such as 
‘ Dikfidh somasya, dakslndh smnasya ’ [‘ The Initiations pertain to the Soma- 
sacrifice, the Sacrificial Fees pertain to the Soma-sacrifice ’] ; and no 
burden is too heavy for Direct Assertion ; [i.e. when there are Direct Asser- 
tions in the Veda to the effect that the accessories in question appertain to 
the Primary Sacrifice, no other arguments to the contrary can have any 
force]. — Thus it is that, on account of the Djrec;t Assertions to that effect, 
the Initiation and the Sacrificial Fee must be taken as appertaining to the 
Soma-sacrifice (Primary). 


SUTRA (12). 


Also, because we find texts indicative of the absence (of 
iNiTii^iON AND Fee, at the subsidiaries). 

Bhdsya, 


There is a text which actually indicates the absence of the Initiations 
at the Subsidiaries. — ^How so ? — There is the text — ‘ Adhvaryo yat pashund 
aydkpih aiha kd asya dlk§d ; yat m^-hotdram jvhoii sd asya diked ’ [‘O Adhvaryu^ 
when you performed the Niru^ha-Pashu-Ydga, what was tlie Initiation 
at it ? — The Initiation at it consisted of the offerinjg of the oblation *] ; 

— which shows that there is no Initiation at the Nirudhapashu^ Yaga {which 
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a subsidiary) ; [since it is declared that the purpose of the ‘ Initiation * 
served by a certain oblation, — which means that there is no real Initiation 
at it]. — From this it follows that there is no Initiation or Sacrificial Fee at 
the Subsidiary Sacrifices. [Read *ndngdndm' as in several manuscripts.] 



Adhikabai^'a (6) : The ‘ Altar' is not an accessory of the 

Sacrificial Post. 

SUTRA (13). 

[PObvapak.?a] — “ For the same reason, the Altar is an 

ACCESSORY OF THE SACRIFICIAL PoST.” 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyotiptoma sacrifice, one of the animals killed is the Aynlsoniiya, 
spoken of in the text ‘ Yo dlksito yadagniaomlyam pashumalabheta ' [‘Being 
initiated, one kills the Agniaomiya animal’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6); in 
connection with this there is a post (to which the aniinal is tied) ; in reference 
to this Post, there is the text — ‘ Vajro vai yufmh ; yadantarvediminuyat 
^annirdahet, yad vahirvedi anavaruddhah aydt ; ardhmruinUirvMi minoti ardham 
vahirvldi, avaruddho hhnvati, na nirdahati ’ [‘ The Post is thunderbolt ; 
if one were to measure (or, plant) it inside the altar, it would burn him ; 
if he were to measure it outside the altar, it would not be firmly fixed ; 
therefore he should measure half of it inside the altar and half outside ; so 
that it may be firmly fixed and also not destroy him *]. 

[In order to ascertain the size of the hole in which the Post would bo fixed, it. 
is necessary to measure the post ; the text speaks of the measuring as to bo done 
half inside the altar and half (mtside,) 

In regard to this, there arises the question — When it is said that the 
measuring is to be done ‘ inside the altar ’, is it the altar laid down as an 
accessory of the Post ? Or is the plirase ‘ half inside the altar and half 
outside the altar ’ meant only to indicate the exact spot (the middle 
point), where the Post is to bo measured ? 

Question — “ In what way would the altar be regarded as an accessory 
of the Post ? And in what way could the words be taken as indicative of 
the exact spot ? ” 

Answer — If the words were intended to lay down the connection of the 
‘ half ’ of the Post and the ‘ inside ’ of the Altar, — i.e. to convey the idea 
that ‘ the Post should be connected with the Altar in this manner ’, — then 
the Altar would be an accessory of the Post. On the other hand, if the 
meaning intended were that ‘ the exact spot for measuring thb Post should 
be that on being placed where, half of the Post should lie inside the altar^ 
and half outside’, — then the words would be taken as indicating the exact 
spot. 

The PuTvapak^ view on this question is as follows ; — “ For the same 
reason, the AUar is an accessory of the Post ; that is, just as the Initiations 
and the Sacrificial Fee are accessories of the Primary Sacrifice? — simdarly, 
when the Post has to be measured, at the time of measuring half of it should 
be inside the altar [so that clearly the alUir becomes an accessory of the 
Altar]. — ^In this interpretation, the direct connotation of the term ‘ vldi * 
40 
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(‘altar’) is followed, whereas, in the other case,' the term ‘altar* would 
be taken as indirectly indicating the spot ; and as between Direct Denotation 
and Indirect Indication, if there is a doubt as to which should be accepted t 
k is Direct Denotation that should be accepted as the more logical of the 
two. For this reason, the Altar should be regarded as laid down as an 
accessory of the Post.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it is only the spot that should be taken 
AS indicated by the word (‘ INSIDE THE ALTAR ’) ; AS IT 
OCCURS IN THE SAME SENTENCE WITH WHAT (ACCORD- 
ING TO THE PORVAPAKJJA) IS NOT ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, the term ‘ vedi * (‘ altar ’) indicates only the spot, and it 
does not lay down the altar as an accessory of the Post — why ? — because 
it occurs in the same sentence with whM is not enjoined. That is to say, the 
words ‘ Ardfmrmntarvedi minoti ardham vahirvedi ’ (‘ He measures it lialf 
inside the altar and half outside’) are clearly perceived as forming one 
sentence (one syntactical unit) ; now if they are taken as indicating 
the spot (i.e. the spot where the inside and the outside of the altar meet, — 
the spot, that is, on being placed where half of the post lies inside the altar 
and half outside), — then the whole forms part of what is enjoined [both the 
inside and outside being taken as helping to indicate the exact spot] ; — 
on the other liand, if the altar be taken as enjoined (by the phrase ‘ inside 
the altar*) as an accessory of the Post, — then, in that case, the ‘outside 
the altar ’ would be something that is not enjoined ; the fact of the altar 
being an accessory of the Post liaving been laid down by the mention of the 
* inside of the altar the mention of the ‘ outside of the altar ’ would serve 
no useful purpose at all. — Says the Opponent v — “ The WH)rd8 ‘ outside 
the altar ’ also would serve the purpose of laying down the outside also 
as an accessory of the Post ”. — But in that case there would bo a syntactical 
split. — Hence w^e conclude that if the altar w^ero taken as laid dow^i as an 
accessory of the Post, then the words ‘ outside the altar ’ should not be 
there at all. On the other hand, if the words are taken as indicating a 
spot, then as w^hat is indicated is a particular spot, the presence of the words 
‘ outside the altar ’ becomes necessary ; for if these words were not there 
(and there w'ere only the words ‘inside the altar*), then it would follow 
that the Post' may bo placed on an\ spot inside the altar. When, however, 
the words ‘ outride the altar ’ are also there, then the exact spot meant 
to be indicated becomes indicated as that on w’-hich, if* the Post is placed 
at the time of measuring, half of it lies inside the altar and half outside the 
altar. And as this exact spot could not be indicated without the words 
‘ outside the altar it is necessary that these words should be there. — 
From all this it follows that the words should be taken as indicating a parti- 
cular spot. 



ADHiKABAi^rA (7) : The ‘ Havirdhdna ’ Cart is not an acces* 
sory of the ^ Sdmidhem ’ verses. 

SUTRA (15). 

[POrvapak^a] — “ Inasmuch as the expression ‘ SamidhenIstada- 
nvahOh ’ [' They recite the SamidhEnI verses near it ’J, 

SPEAKS OF THE ‘ HaVIRDHINA ’ CARTS, THESE (CARTS) 

ARE ACCESSORIES OF THE SAMIDHEnI VERSES.’* 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoti^toma wo read — ‘ Uta yat sunvarUi aami- 
dhematddam^ahuh ’ r‘ They recite the Sdmidhenl versos near that one of tlie 
two Havirdhdna carts by which they extract the Soma-juice*]; this means 
that ‘ one should associate with the Sdmidhenl verses that one of the two 
Havirdhdna carts near which they extract the Soma- juice 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^In this text, is the Hnvir- 
dhdna cart enjoined as an accessory of the Sdmulheni verses, — the sense 
being that ‘ the Sdmidhenl verses should bo recited as associated with the 
Havirdhdna cart ’ ? Or does the mention of the Havirdhdna cart only 
indicate the place for the reciting of the Sdmidhenl verses ? 

On this, the Purvapak^ view is as follows : — “ The Havirdhdna is 
enjoined here as an accessory of the Sdmidhenl versos, — ^the sense being 
that ‘ one should associate with the Sdmidhenl verses that cart near which 
they extract the Soma-juice * ; thus, on account of the direct assertion 
that ‘ the Sdmidhenl verses should bo recited as associated with the Havir* 
dhdna ’, this direct assertion becomes honoured only if the Havirdhdna 
cart is regarded as an accessory of the Sdmidhenl verses ; if it were not so 
[i.e. if it were not so regarded], then it would have to bo taken as indirectly 
indicating the place; [and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
Indirect Indication], — ^From all this, it follows that the Havirdhdna cart 
is an accessory of the Sdmidhenl versos.” 

SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — It is the place only (that should be taken as 

INDICATED BY THE TEXT) ; AS THE CaRT IS ACTUALLY PER- 
CEIVED TO SERVE THE PUBPOSBS OF THE SOMA. 

Bhdsya, 

The purpose served by the text under consideration is the indicating 
of the exact spot ; the sense being that ‘ the Sdmidhenls should bo recited 
on the spot where they extract the Soma-juice ’ ; [as regards the Havirdhdna 
Cart] it is actually perceived to serve the purposes of the Soma ; ^s a matter of 
fact, it is laid down that ‘ one should keep the Soma in the Havirdhdna 
Cart to the south which shows that the Cart is to be got there for the pur- 
pose of keeping the Soma. As for the Sdmidhinl verses, they also have to 
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be introduced for the purpose of ‘ kindling the Fire — ^Now all that the text 
under consideration says is that — ‘ For the purpose of kindling the Fire, 
the SamuUieni verses should be introduced as associated with that Hamr- 
dhdna Cart near which they extract the Soma-juice * ; and from this we learn 
nothing as to whether the Sdmidhini verses, on being associated with the 
Havirdhdna Cart, confer any benefit upon the latter, — or the Havirdhdna 
confers a benefit upon the Sdmidhenla. — ^What we say is that the Sdmidheni 
verses do not confer any benefit upon the Havirdlidna Cart. What the text 
under consideration enjoins is, not that ‘ the Sdmidheni verses should be 
recited *, but that they are to bo associated with a particular Havirdhdna, 
Then again, nothing that is not actually enjoined as such can be an accessory 
to anything (at a sacrificial performance) ; — there is no such injunction as 
that ‘ the Havirdhdna should be brought in for the purpose of being 
associated with the Sdmidheni verses — “ What then is it that is asserted 
in the text under consideration ? ” — What is asserted is the association 
of the Sdmidheni verses with a particular Havirdhdna Cart ; so that all that 
is enjoined is some sort of connection (of the Sdmidheni verses) with the 
Havirdhdrujt Cart ; — as for the Havirdhdna Cart, it has nowhere been laid down 
as having any connection with the Sdmidheni versos ; for this reason the 
text under consideration could not be taken as reiterating (or referring to) 
that coimoction (of the Havirdhdna Cart). — •“ With what then is the Havir- 
iihdna Cart connected ? ” — As a matter of fact, U is actually perceived to serve 
the purpose of the Soma, and we do not perceive any purpose served by the 
cart for the Sdmidheni verses. — It is the place with which the Sdmidheni 
versos are connected (by virtue of the text under consideration) ; we find 
that the place where the Hotr-priest (who is to recite the Sdmulhenl verses) 
is ‘ on the other side of the Altar ’ ; now this place ‘ on the other side of the 
Altar * may be close either to the southern or to the northern Havirdhdna 
Cart ; hence it becomes necessary to specify (as that text does) the place 
‘ near that Havirdhdna Cart where they extract the Soma-juice ’ fas that 
where the Sdmidheni verses have to be recited]. — From all this it follows that 
when the text under consideration speaks of the Havirdhdna Cart, it is for 
the purpose of indicating the place. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the text be construed to mean that 
‘ the Sdmidheni verses are to be connected with that Havirdhdna Cart 
near which they extract the Soma- juice ’ ? ” 

That is not possible. As in that case, two connections would be the 
objects of injunction, viz. (1) connection with Havirdhdna in general, and 
(2) connection with a particular Havirdhdna ; and this would involve a 
syntactical split. Hence such a construction is not admissible. 

SUTRA (17). 

The Name also points to the same conclusion. 
c Bhdsya, 

I 

The name also points to the same conclusion that we have arrived at 
by means of reasonings, — ^i.e. that the Havirdhdna serves the purposes of 
(and hence is an accessory of) the Soma. 
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[Tho term * havirdhdna * literally means ‘ that which holds the offering- 
material, which is Soma ’ ; from which it is clear that the cart is an accessory 
of the Soma ; if the cart were an accessory of the SdmidhSnl verses, its name 
would have been* SdmidhSni-dhdna *. — Tantravdrtika,] 



Adiukaraija (8) : The details of a sacrificial performance 
may he performed through the agency of other persons. 

SDTRA (18). 

[POrvapaksa (A)] — “ The result mentioned in the scriptures 

ACCRUES TO THE ACTUAL PERFORMER, AS IS CLEAR FROM 
THE SCRIPTURES THEMSELVES ; CONSEQUENTLY THE 
‘ SaCRIFICER ’ HIMSELF SHOULD CARRY ON THE 
ENTIRE PERFORMANCE . ’ ’ 

Bhdsya. 

fWo are now going to consider the cases of conflict between ‘ Name ’ on the 
one hand, and ‘ Direct Assertion ’ and the rest on the other ; — the main question 
to be determined being, in what way and how far such names as ‘ hofd ’ (Person), 
‘ hautram ’ (Action), serve the purpose of indicating the actual performers of actions. 
— But before taking up this question, a preliminary question has to be settled : 
It is only when there are several persons as performers of the actions occurring 
during the performance of a sacrifice, that there can be any question as to which 
person will perform which act. If all the actions were to be performed by the 
Sacrificcr himself, then no such questions could arise, as there would be no room 
for any other performers. — Tantravdrtika,] 

As instances to be considered here, we have the several sacrificial per- 
formances — (a) ‘Desiring heaven, one should offer the Agnihotra' ; (h) 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darshn-Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ ; 
(c) ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Jyotiatoma \ 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are all such sacrifices to 
be performed entirely by the ‘ Sacrificer ’ himself ? — Or is it the (Principal) 
Act of Dedication (and Appointment) alone that must bo done by the 
Sacrificer himself, and the rest of the details either by the Sacrificer or by 
others ? — Or the rest of the details must bo done? by others ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view (A) is as follows : — “ The Sacri- 
fiver hhneelf should carry on Ihe entire performance, — ‘ Why ? ’ — Because, 
as a matter of fact, the result of an action accrues to a person only when 
he perforins the act himself. — ‘ How do you know that ? ’ — It is clear 
from the scriptures theynselves ; that is, the fact that the result of an action 
accrues to a person only when he performs the act himself is indicated 
by scriptural texts. — ‘ Which is that text ? ’ — ^It is the text — ‘ Desiring 
heaven one should perform a sacrifice — where the person desiring heaven 
is mentioned, the meaning of the text being that ‘ becoming the per- 
former of the sacrifice, one should attain Heaven ’ ; so that it is only when 
the man is the performer of the entire act, along with its subsidiaries, that 
ho obtains the result. Hence it follows that the Sacrificer himself should 
carry on the entire performance.” 
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SUTRA (19). 

[PCrvapak^a (B)] — “ Inasmuch as ‘ Dedication * is the principal 

ACT, THAT MUST BE DONE BY THE ‘ SaCRIFICEII ' HIMSELF, HE 
BEING THE PRINCIPAL PERSON CONCERNED ; AS FOR THE 
OTHER ACTS, THEY MAY BE DONE EITHER BY 
THE SaCRIFICER HIMSELF OR BY 
ANOTHER PERSON.’' 

Bhdsya, 

“ Among the acta (making up a sacrificial performance), predominance 
attaches to the act of ‘ Dedication — Why ? — Because, he who performs 
the ‘dedication’ performs the entire sacrifice. — How so? — ‘Dedication* 
consists in the appointment (of priests), the securing of their services on 
payment ; and when they have been ‘ won over ’ by this ‘ dedication they 
perform all the acts ; so that when a man has done thn said ‘ dedication 
all the acts (done by the priests) are really done by that man himself.- From 
this it follows that the act of ‘ Dedication ' is one that must be done by 
the Sacrificer himself, the other details may be performed either by the 
Sacrificor himself or by any other per.son.” 

SUTRA (20). 

[Siddh.IntaJ — In reality, .another person should [perform the 
details]; because the ‘securing of paid agents’ has been 
actually enjoined, and this is not possible in 

THE CASE OF THE ‘ SaCRIFICER ’ HIMSELF. 

Bhdsya, 

Of the rest of the details, another person should bo the performer ; — 
why ? — ^because the ‘securing of paid agents’ has been actually enjoined; 
from among the various methods of securing the services of men, the one 
method specified by tho scriptures is ‘ payment for services ’ ; from which 
it follows that all the details are to be performed by persons whose services 
have been secured by ‘ payment for services ' ; —and any such ‘ payment 
for services ’ would be impossible in the ease of tho Sacrificer (who could 
not make a payment to himself) so that, if he himself were to perform any 
of the details, that would have been performed by one whost? .services had 
not been secured by ‘ payment ’ : and to that extent the injunction of 
securing ‘ j^aid agents * would have to be regarded either as futile or as serving 
only some transcendental purpose. — From all this it follows that all the 
other sacrificial details (with the sole exception of ‘ Dedication’) should 
be performed by other persons engaged as * ])aid agents ’ : but the ‘ Dedica- 
tion ’ should be done by the Sacrificer himself, and in this way all the rest 
also bccoirje performed by him.self. 



Adhikaba^ta (9) : The number of Priests engaged cU a 
Sacrifice is limited. 

SUTRA (21). 

[PQBVAPAK.^a] — ‘‘ As BEGAIiDS THE PbIESTS TO BE ENGAGED, THEIB 

NUMBER WOULD BE IN ACCOBDANCB WITH THE REQUIREMENTS 
OF EACH SACRIFICE ; HENCE THEBE CAN BE NO RESTRICTION 
REGARDING THEIR NUMBER ; SPECIALLY AS THERE IS 
NO SPECIFICATION (iN THE SCRIPTURES) 

REGARDING IT.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ In regard to the actions to be done by the priests that have been 
engaged, there can bo no limitation regarding their mitnber ; — ^why ? — 
because there is no specification ; i.e. in regard to the number of persons 
officiating at sacrifices, we do not find any specification anywhere in the 
scriptures ; in fact their number would be determined by the requirements 
of each sacrifice; i.e. the sacrificer should engage as many priests as may 
bo able to perform all the details of the prescribed procedure.” 

SUTRA (22). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the priests should be engaged in 

ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR NAMES ; AS IT IS UNDER THESE NAMES 
THAT THEIR RESPECTIVE DUTIES HAVE BEEN SEVERALLY 
ASSIGNED IN THE VeDA. 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, the number of priests engaged should be as many as the duties 
that have been laid down as to be performed by the several performers 
named in the Veda. The texts naming such performers (priests) are the 
following: — ‘ (1) First of all, the Ad/^mryw-priest does the distribution; — 
(2) the PrcUlprasthatr-pTiost offers the Manthin-offering ; — (3) the Nestr- 
priest brings up the sacrificer’s wife ; — (4) the t/nnS^r-priest fills the 
cups ; — again, (5) the Prastotr -priesit introduces the chant ; — (6) the 
Udgdtr-priest does the chanting ; — (7) the Pratihartr-pricst sings the 
Pratihdra chant ; — (8) the Suhrahmanya-pTie^t recites the Suhrahmanyd 
Mantra; — (9) the Ho^r-priest recites the Prdtaranuvdka hymn; — (10) the 
Maiirdvaruna-pTiost gives directions and recitt^s the Puronuvdkyd ; — 
(11) the Adbchhdvdka-priest recites the Ydjyd; — (12) the OrdvastiU-priest 
recites the Grdvastotriya mantra ’. — ^In accordance with this, there is need 
for just so many priests ; hence for the performance of the duties assigned to 
each of them, those must be engaged. Apart from the acts herein 
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enumerated, there is none other that is to bo performed ; even though there 
may be some not mentioned in the above texts, yet they would be only 
such as would be already indicated by the names of the Priests — [e.g. the 
actual pouring of the oblations into Fire, i.e. Homa, is to be done by the 
Hofr -priest]. — From this it follows that only these Priests — twelve in number 
— are to be engaged. 


SUTRA (23). 

[Objection] — “ As one and the same person may have several 
DUTIES [the enumeration OF DUTIES CANNOT DETERMINE 
THE EXACT NUMBER OF PRIESTS TO BE ENOAOED] — 

IF THIS BE URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
IN THE FOLLOWING SUTRA]. 

Bhdsya, 

“If it is asserted that only so many ]jriests should bo engaged (as have 
been mentioned in the texts quoted above), — that cannot be right ; because 
as regards the names of priests mentioned in the text, — what happens is 
that when a priest makes up his mind to perform a certain function he 
receives the priestly title with which that function is associated ; so that it 
is possible for a single person to perform several functions and thereby 
become entitled to several yiriostly titles. Thus then (the enumeration 
of the priestly titles and the priestly functions not affording the basis for 
determining the exact number of Priests to be engaged) there can be no 
restriction regarding their number.” 


SUTRA (24). 

[Answer] — ^That is not possible ; because it is in the originative 

INJUNCTION (of the PRIESTS, THAT THEIR DISTINCT TITLES 

are mentioned). 

Bhdsya. 

What has been \irged (regarding a single man performing several func- 
tions and thereby acquiring several titles) is not possible ; because in the 
very originative injunctions laying down the Priests to be employed, we 
find tliat each priest, while still being brought into existence [i.e. before he 
begins to function], is given a distinct title ; for instance, we read — ‘ He 
appoints the Brahfnan-priest ; he appoints the Hotr -priest ; he appoints the 
Udgdtr-priest ; he appoints the Adhvaryu-priesl * and so forth ; [where each 
priest is given his title along with the appohUment ] ; — from this it is clear 
that in the performance of the Sacrifice there is need for priests of this kind, 
and hence they must be engaged. And inasmuch as the necessity •of en- 
gaging the priests is dictated by the requirements of the sacrifice, the pas- 
sage quoted is to be taken merely as describing the appointment of the 
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shababa-bhIijya : 


priests, not as an injunction (of engaging them)* ; — ^nor can it be taken as 
a mere reiteration, as there is no nged for such reiteration. As a matter of 
fact, it is not necessary for the Ve^ to declare in so many words that ‘ so 
many priests should be appointed * ; as such a declaration would serve no 
useful purpose ; and yet the passages quoted are capable of indicating the 
particular number (of priests to be appointed) ; hence the text is to be taken 
as pointing out just that number (of priests) which it indicates. 

Prom all this it follows that sixteenf officiating Priests are to be appoint- 
ed. This is the number of priests required at the Soma-sacrifice (Jyotiatoma) 
as also at the Darsha-Purfuimdaa. 


* The Tantravartika (Trans., p. 1622) takes exception to this remark. It con- 
cludes that ‘ the number is laid down, at the very outset, by the Injunction of the 
appointments themselves 

t These sixteen Priests aro the following : — (1) Adhvaryu — who does everything 
that is laid down in tho Yajurveda ; he has the following three assistants, (2) 
Pratiprasthatjr, (6) NSstr, and (4) UnnUr\ — (5) Brdh'tnan — who supervises tho per- 
formance of all the details connected with all the three Vedas ; — ^ho has tho following 
three assistants — (6) Brahrnandchchharhsin, (7) AgnU, and (8) Potr; — (9) Udffdtr 
— who does all tho Soma-singing ; he has tho following three assistants — 
(10) Prastotr, (11) Pratihartf, and (12) Subrahjnaiiya ; — (13) Hotr — who does tho 
Shamsana (reciting of hynms); ho has the following three assistants — (14) Maitrd* 
mrwtaixif (15) Achchhdvdkap and (16) GrdvastiU, — Those are the sixteen Priests to be 
‘ appointed ’ by the * Sacrificer ’, who forms the seventeenth ‘ priest \ — Se^' below 
Sutras 3. 7. 33 to 3. 7. 38. 



Adhikaraija (10): The ^ Ghamasddhvaryus'' {Cup-hearing 
Priests) are distinct from those mentioned in the 
preceding Adhikararm. 

SUTRA (25). 

The ‘ Chamasadhvaryus ’ [are different from the aforesaid 
Priests], as they are named after those. 

Ehdsya. 

At the Jyotiato^na^ there are employed' priests called ‘ Clminasddhvaryti ’ 
as laid down in the text * One should appoint the ClutmaHddhvarym 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^Are these Chanmaddhvaryu 
Priests included among those mentioned in the foregoing Adhlkaran'i ? Or 
are they different from them ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “ the exact number of priests having 
been already described in the foregoing Adhikarann^ the C/iamasddhvaryus 
must be included among those 

The Siddhdnta is that the Chmmiandhvaryus should be different from 
those mentioned before ; — why ? — because they are named after those ; that 
is, these Ckamasddhvaryua are found to be named after those enumerated 
in the foregoing Adhikarana , — in such texts as — ‘ The Chnnmsdd hoary us 
related to the priests working in the middle ‘ the Chamasddhvaryiis related to 
the Hotrakns ’ [where it is clear that the Chuinasddhvaryus are subordinate 
to, and hence different from, the other priests]. 

Objection — “Those same jjriests that have been mentioned before may 
also be Ghmrwisddhmiryus'^ 

That cannot be ; because they are mentioned along with those, — for instance, 
in the text ^ Madhyatahkdrindm cJmrnasddhvaryavah' [‘The Chamasddhvaryiis 
related to the priests working in the middle]; — tho Genitive ending (in 
* madhyatahkdrindm") can be justified only if there is some relationship 
(between tho Chamasddhvaryiis and the other priests) ; and hence as they are 
found to be named after the other priests, it follows that they have for their 
master (they are subordinate to) those priests, not to tho Sacrificer ; and 
what we have declared to be tho Siddhdnta is that the Chamasddhvaryiis are 
jdifferent from those priests that have been appointed by (and are subordinate 
to) tho Sacrificer ; and hence it follows that the priests for perff>rniing the 
functions of tho Chamasddhvaryu are not to be appointed by the Sacrificer ; 
they are to bo appointed by the (other) priests. 

Further the very originative injunction of the Chamasddhvaryiis makes 
them entirely distinct ; it says — * One should appoint the Cham^sddhvaryus \ 



AoHiKARAijrA (11) : There should he several 
‘ Ghamasddhvaryus 

SOTRA (26). 

Inasmuch as in their originative injunction, they are spoken 
OF AS ‘ several ’ [there SHOULD BE SEVERAL 
ChAMASA DH VAR YUS] . 


In regard to the aforesaid Charrmaadhvarym^ there arises the question — 
Is there no restriction as to their number, — they may be one or two or several ? 
— Or must they be several ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ there is no restriction 
The Siddhdnta is that they should be several ; — because in their origin- 
ative injunction they are spoken of as several ; that is, in the injunction which 
lays down the engagement of these priests, wo find the plural number used — 
‘ Chamasddhvaryamh ’ [‘ Chamasddhvaryus ’] ; hence it follow’s that there 
should bo several Chamasddhvaryus, 



Adhikaraija ( 12 ) : The number of ‘ Ghamasddhvaryua ’ 
should he ‘ Ten ’ only. 

SUTRA (27). 

[The number of these priests] shouud be ‘ Ten becai .se 

WE FIND INDICATIONS TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhd^ya. 

At the J yotiatmmi there are priests called ‘ Chamasddhvaryu \ and it 
has boon explained that there should be several of these priests. Xow there 
arises the question — How many are they to bo ? 

The Purmpakm view is that — “they should be ihree^ on the strength 
of the plural number in the word speaking of these priests (in their origina- 
tive injunction) [according to Sutra 11. 1. 43)”. 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : - -The nmnber of these jiriesta should be 
‘ Ten because we find Imlicalions to that effect ; i.e. there should bo Ten 
Chamasddhvaryus ; we find an indication to this effect in a text occurring 
in connection with the Dashajjeya sacrifice, wliich is a ‘ modification ’ of the 
Jyotistoma — ^ Dasha chainasddhmryavOy dasha dasha ekaikam chamasamanu- 
sarpanti, Uasrndt kdraiyit dashapeyo bhavati ’ [" There are ten Chamasddh^ 
vary US ; ten men follow each cup ; that is why the sacrifice comes to be 
called Dashapeya, Dnmk-by-Ten ; the declaration herein made clearly 
indicates that the number of ChamasiVlhmryus should bo ten ; if they were 
to be three only, then that would not be compatible with the text quoted ; 
beyond the number ‘ three ’ too, unless the number were precisely ‘ ten \ 
it would not bo compatible with the text; hence it follows that their number 
should be Ten only ; as the number of their masters (in the shape of the 
major priests) also is Ten, there could be no need for more Chamasddhvaryus ; 
for this reason also the exact number ‘ Ten ’ is accepted as the right one ; 
and wJien the number * Ten ’ is admitted, every number lower than that 
becomes included. For this reason also the number of Chamasddhvaryus 
should be Ten only. 



Adhikara^a (13) : The ‘ Shamitr ’ (Slaiighterer of the 
Animal) is not distinct from the Major Priests. 

StJTRA (28). 

[PObvapak^a] — “ The Shamitr also [should be a distinct 
priest], because of the distinct name.” 

Bkdsya. 

There is a priest called ‘ Shamitr mentioned in the text — ‘ Shamitdram 
upanmylta ’ One should bring up the Shamitr *]. 

In regard to this j^riest, there arises the question — Is this Shamitr only 
one of the priests already spoken of above (Adhvaryu and the rest) ? — Or 
is he distinct from them ? 

The view that appears to be most plausible is that he should be out 

among those already described, as it is those alone that have Viecn namec] 

ill the text speaking of the appointment of priests. 

Against this however we have the following Purmpakaa view: — “The 
* Shamitr ’ a ould be a distinct priest^ because of the distinct name ; as a matter 
of fact, we find a distinct name for this priest — the statement being to the 
effect that ‘ the priest bearing this name (Shamitr) should perform thii^ 
work (of slaughtering the animal) ’ ; hence it follows that a priest of this name 
should be engaged. Hy reason of the mention of this additional priest, 

it also follows that there should be an increase in the number of priests 

mentioned before. From all this it follows that the Shamitr -prieiA is 
distinct from the Adhvaryu and other prio.sts. — Then again, we find tlit 
text — ‘ Klomd chordhvam vaikartanancha shamltuh, tad bhrdhmandya dadydi 
yadyabrdhmaii'ih aydt ’ [‘ The liver and the upper quarter belongs to the 
Shamitr Priest ; one should give it to a Brdhmana if la? bci a non-Brdhnuiryi 
(Ai. Bra. 7, 1); the possibility of the priest being a non-Brdhwana herein 
mentioned is not applicable to any Major Priest [as all Major I*ri(?sts must 
be Brdhmanas\ [This also indicates that the Shamitr is distinct from the 
Major Priests.]” 

SUTRA (29). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality [he cannot be distinct from the others] ; 

BECAUSE OF THE ‘ CONTEXT AND ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTION (SPEAKING OF HIS APPOINTMENT). 

Bhdsya, 

It is true that there appears to be an increase in the number of priesti: 
(by the mention of the Shamitr and his functions) ; but this does not pertain 
to the *' appointment * of the priests ; [i.e. there is no text speaking of the 
Shamitr as one of the priests to be * appointed ’]. As regards the incongruity 



ADHYAYA IH, PADA VII, ADHIKABANA ( 13 ). 


639 


involved (in the naming of the priest and the assigning of his functions, 
and yet not laying down his * appointment ’), — that can bo explained on the 
basis of the fact that one of the Major Priests themselves would perform 
the said functions also (in addition to his own duties ; and also become 
entitled to the name " ShamHr^). 

As regards the possibility of being a ‘ non-Brdhmatj^a * spoken of in the 
text quoted by the Purvapakain, — that refers to the Sacriflcer (not to the 
Shamitr), — the meaning being that ‘ if the Sacriflcer happen to be a non- 
Brdhmai^a [the liver, etc., of the animal should bo given to a Brahrriana] 

Says the Opponent — “ The w^ords of the text ‘ if ho happen to be a 
non-Brdhmana ’ clearly refer to the Shamitr priest, who has been s poken of 
in the preceding sentence.” 

Our answer to this is that the name ‘ Shamitr ’ is meant to be applied 
in its etymological sense of ‘ one who does the slaughtering ’ ; and as such 
it is applicable to the other priests also [anyone of them wlio does the 
‘ slaughtering ’ becomes the ‘ slaughterer*, ‘ Shamitr ’J. — Further, the functions 
of the Shamitr have been mentioned in the section dealing with the func- 
tions of the Adhvaryu ; from which it follows that those functions also are 
to be performed by the Adhvaryu ; so that, by reason of performing the 
function of ‘ slaughtering ’, the Adhvaryu himself becomes the Shamitr 
(slaughterer). — For those reasons we conclude that the possibility of being 
a non-Brdhmami must refer to the Sacriflcer, though he has not boon spoken 
of in the sentence. 

[The Tantravartika remarks that, it is on account of the Priest performing 
such questionable acts as slaughtering that the * priestly functions ’ have come to 
bo spoken of disparagingly.] 



Adhikabajsta (14) : 7'he ‘ Upaga ’ Priest is not distinct 
from, the others. 

SUTRA (30). 

The Upaga Priests also [are not distinct], because we 
FIND indications TO THAT EFFECT. 

Rhisya. 

At the Jyoti^tmpa ihoro^ are some priests called ‘ Upaga ’ ; in regard to 
those, the Purvapaksa view is that — because there is a distinct name, 
it means that these priests are in addition to the number of other ])riests, 
and hence they should be distinct from the Adhvaryu and the rest 

The Slddhdnta is that they should be some among those same priests.- — 
“ How so ? ” — Because all the priests to bo engaged have been duly enu- 
merated in the originative injunction, and because the name ‘ Upaga * 

is meant to be applied in its etymological sense [of one who does the 

‘ Upagdna the supplementary singing]. — An indication of this we find 
in the text- — ‘ Na adhvaryurupagdyet ’ [‘ The Adhvaryu should not do the 
supplementary singing’]; if the Upaga priest were someone totally distinct 
from the Adhvaryu and the rest, then, there could be no such prohibition 

in regard to the Adhvaryu ; us in that case, there would bo no possibility 

of the Adhvaryu doing the work [and no Vedic text prohibits what is im- 
possible]. Thus then, inasmuch as the text prohibits the act for the 
Adhvaryu, we conclude that the Upaga is one out of those same priests 
(Adhvaryu and the rest) who have been spoken of in the originative 
injunction. 



Adhikarai^a (16) : The ^Soma-vendor^ is distinot from 

the Priests. 

SUTRA (31). 

The Vendor (of Soma) is distinct (from the Priests) ; as 
THE ACT (of selling) IS NOT ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

[At the Jyotiatoma] there is the man who sells Soma. 

In regard to him there arises the question — ^Is this Soma-vendor one out 
of the Adhvaryu and other priests ? Or is he distinct from them ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — “ he must be one from among the priests ; 
as it is only these that have been described as priests olHciating at a sacrifice 

The Sidd/idrUa is as follows : — The vendor of Soma should he distinct from 
the priesta ; as a matter of fact, the act enjoined as part of the performance 
is the buying of Soma, — ^not its selling ; the latter comes in only as implied 
in the action of buying . — ^The Adhvaryu and other priests are engaged for 
performing the details laid down in connection with the Jyotiatoma sacrifice ; 
— ^the act of selling is not among those laid down in connection with the 
Jyotiatoma ; — Whence [as this act of selling could not be done by the Adhvaryu 
and other priests] it follows that the Soma-vendor is not one of these priests. 
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Adiiikabaija (16) : All the men engaged in a sacrificial 
performance are not entitled to the title of 
‘ Rtvik' {Priest). 

SCTRA (32). 

[PObvapak^a] — “ Inasmuch as they take part in the performance 

OF THE SaoRIFICB, THEY ARB ALL EQUALLY ENTITLED TO 
THE TITLE OF ‘ RtVIK ’ (PrIEST).” 

Bhdaya. 

The question that arises now is — Are all the persons mentioned in 
connection with the Jyotiatonia sacrifice to be regarded as ‘ Priests * ? — 
or only some of them ? 

The Purmpdksa view is as follows : — “ All of them are to be regarded 
as ‘ priests ’ ; — why ? — because they Uike part in the performance of the sacrifice ; 
as a matter of fact, all those men take part in the accomplishment 
of the sacrifice; — i.e. all of them ‘perform the sacrifice (yajanti) at the 
proper time (rtau) ’ ; and those wlio ‘ perform the sacrifice at the proper 
time ’ {rtau yajanti) are ‘ J^tviks ’ (Priests) [in the etymological sense of the 
term ‘ rtvik ’] ; — nor do we find any groimd for any such differentiation 
among the men taking part in the performance as that ‘ these alone are 
Iftviks because they perform the sacrifice in the proper time, and not those 
others *. Hence the title of ‘ priest ’ {fttvik) belongs to all of them equally. — 
It might bo argued that there is an actual preclusion (of all but seventeen) 
mentioned in the text — ‘ Saumyasya adhvarasya yajnahratoh saptadasha 
rtmjah' [‘At the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, there are seventeen 
priests ’]. — Our answer to this is that Preclusion is beset with several objec- 
tions. The text quoted therefore has to be taken as a purely commendatory 
declaration.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, that cannot be ; because there 
IS Preclusion (oe all except ‘ Seventeen ’). 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, all the persons engaged in the performance cannot be 
* Priests ’ ; — ^why ? — because there is Preclusion of all except seventeen ; — ^we 
have the text — * Saumyasya adhvarasya yajnakrcUoh saptadasha, fivija^t* 
In the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, there are seventeen priests *] ; — 
now this text cannot be an Injunction, as most of the seventeen have been 
already enjoined elsewhere ; — ^nor can it be a mere reiteration, as such a 
reiteration would be useless ; — ^imder the circumstances, if it were not a 
Preclusion, then it would be wholly meaningless. 
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Objection — “ But Preclusion is open to the objection that it involves 

(1) the abandoning of the rcfel meaning of the sentence, (2) the assumption 
of a different meaning, and (3) the rejecting of what has been already got at.” 

Answer — (1) As regards the ‘abandoning of the real moaning’, there is 
nothing wrong in this, as what is accepted also forms part of that meaning. — 

(2) As regards the ‘assumption of a different meaning’, in that also 
there can bo nothing wrong, as that meaning also is actually cognised. — 
‘‘ How so ? ” — ^There being many persons engaged in the sacrificial perform- 
ances who might be regarded as ‘ Priests *, the text speaks of ‘ sevenicen 
priests * ; this serves to indicate the connection of tbe title ‘ priest ’ with 
seventeen persons only, not with the rest ; — so that the idea that we obtain 
is that the title of ‘ priest ’ being one to which several men might be regarded 
as entitled, all but seventeen men are precluded, ’rhen there arises the 
question — Does tho text serve to establish the connection of the ‘ seventeen ’ 
persons with tho title, or to preclude tho other persons from connc'ction 
with tho title ? As a matter of fact, the connection of the seventeen persons 
being already known from other sources, the assertion of that same would 
be useless ; hence we conclude that the text is meant to preclude persons 
other than these ‘ seventeen ’. 

Says tho Opponent — ” Even if those besides the seventeen we^re excluded 
(by tlie text quoted), there could bo no real exclusion of them. Because, 
even so, tho>' do not cease to bo those ivUo ‘ ])erform the sacrifice at tho 
proper time ’ (rtau yajanti) ; and so long as they ‘ perform thc' sacrifice at 
the proper time ’, they cannot cease to be ‘ l^friks * (Priests).” 

Answer — It is true that they do not cease to be entitled to the title 
of ‘ priest * merely on account of tho exchision ; but, on the strength of the 
jjreclusive text, they cannot be employed in the work of a ‘ priest *. — ‘‘ What 
is tho work of a priest ? ” — The Priests fast, — the Priests are ‘ appointed — 
tho Priests are given the Sacrificial Foe. 

Says the Opponent — “How is it that some of those who are entitled 
to the title of ‘ priest ’ are not to bo employed on tho work of priests ? ” 

Answer — As a matter of fact, the title of ‘priest’ is of two kinds, — one 
based upon tho ‘ performance of sacrifice at the proper time ’, and another 
based upon ‘ appointment * and ‘ receiving support (in the shape of Fees) ’. 
— In the case under question, it would be futile to take that title which is 
based upon the ‘ performance of sacrifice hence we take that based upon 
‘ appointment ’ and ‘ receiving support.’ 

Opponent — “ In this way, there is a mcious circle : those alone are to 
be ‘ appointed * who are ‘ priests and those alone are ‘ priests * who are 
* appointed ’ ; — ^this certainly involves a vicious circle,'^ 

Answer — ^The injunction that ‘ one should appoint the priests * does not 
mean that ‘ those who are already priests should be appointed ’ ; what it 
means is that they are to become priests by being appointed * ; it is only 
when such is the meaning that the Accusative ending, in sucfi texts as 
Adhvaryum vr^ite^ (‘should appoint the Adhvaryu priest’) becomes justi- 
fiable, — and thus aloye does the ‘ appointment * come to serve a per- 
ceptible purpose (of securing the ‘ priesthood * of the person concerned). 
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If someone were to ask — “ How can a man become an Adhvaryu merely 
by the wish of the person (appointing him) ? we would say — yea, he does 
become so. — “ But how ? ” — ^Well, when the text lays down that such 
and such an entity is to be brought about under such and such a title * 
[e.g. ‘ a person is to be brought up who bears the title of Priest — and 
it is found that no such entity with the said title is there, — the conclusion 
is that when it does not exist, it has to be brought into existence, if it is cap- 
able of being brought into existence ; o.g. when it is laid down that ‘ one 
should offer the oblation with the Jyhu *, — if the Jvhu is not there, it is 
brought into existence. Similarly in the case in question also, — ^when it is 
found necessary to connect the title ‘ Priest * with certain persons, — and 
it is open to the Sacrilicer to connect any one without any restriction, — ^then 
it is that such texts as ‘ Adhvaryum vrnlte ’ servo to supply the restriction 
that ‘ the connection of the title should be brought about by appointmervt — 
Thus there is no vicious circle at all. 

From all this it follows that the declaration that ‘ there are only 
seventeen priests ’ contains a preclusion ; so that there are only * sei^enteen 
persons who are to be made ‘ priests ’ by means of the prescribed preparatory 
rites (such as Appointment and the like). 

SUTRA (34). 

[Objection] — “ The (preclusive) text quoted may be taken only 
AS stating one alternative ”, — IF THIS IS URGED, [THEN 
OUR ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING SuTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

If the Opponent urge that — “ the text which speaks of seventeen priests 
may be taken as a commendatory declaration stating only one alternative 
view [the other view being that there are Twenty-seven priests — the seventeen 
major priests and the ten Chamasddhvaryus ; or that all persons engaged 
in the performance are ‘ priests ’, only that seventeen of these are superior 
to the rest] ”, — tliis has to be refuted [and this is done in the following 
Sutra]. 


SUTRA (35). 

That cannot be right ; as there is no mention at all 
OF ALL (the persons ENGAGED). 

Bhdsya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right ; in the Context there is no 
mention at all of all persons engaged in the performance, in reference to whom 
the ^preclvftive text (speaking of "seventeen priests*) could be taken as a 
commendatory declaration (selecting for commendation seventeen men 
from among all those engaged in the performance). It is only when a 
higher number has been mentioned, that the mentioii of the lower number 
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can be taken as commendatory ; as the ‘ twelve j^ans ’ liaving been men- 
tioned, when wo find the assertion regarding ‘ eight pans we take the 
latter to be commendatory. In the case in question however, there is no 
mention of any higher number ; hence the preclusive text, cannot bo taken 
as a commendatory declaration. 



Adhikabaista (17) : The ‘ seventeen Priests ’ are the 
‘ Brahman ’ and the rest, who are mentioned in the 
texts dealing with ‘ Initiation ’ and the 
‘ Sacrificial Fee 

StJTEA (36). 

• 

In reality, there is restriction (of the title ‘ Priest ’), 
BASED UPON texts DEALING WITH THE ‘ SaORIFIOIAL FeBS 

Bhdsya. 

It has been established that there are seventeen priests. — We now proceed 
to consider wliich are these seventeen. 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ there is no knowing [it cannot be 
determined which these seventeen are] 

The Siddhdnta is as follows — In reality, there is restriction of the title 
‘ priest based on the texts dealing with the Sacrificial Fees ; — ^the application 
of the title should bo restricted on the basis of comiection with the Sacrificial 
Fees ; —it is laid down that ‘ the Sacrificial Foe is to be paid to the Priests ’ ; 
and after having laid down this general injunction, a few particular persons 
— like the Brahinan-priest — are specifically named in the texts laying down 
the order in which the Fee is to be paid to those engaged in the performance ; — 
such, for instance, as ‘ ITo gives it to the Agmt, then to the Brahman, then 
to so and so’ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 1. 6. 10). From this it follows that those 
that are specifically named in these texts are the real ‘ Priests *, anj’ others 
besides those cannot be called ‘ priests * ; — the tit le being restricted by the 
Sacrificial Foes, 


SUTRA (37). 

Also because the Initiation of these (Priests) alone has 

BEEN LAID DOWN AFTER THE DECLARATION THAT 
THEY ARE ‘ SaCRIFICERS 

Bhdsya, 

Having declared that ‘ Those that are Priests are sacrificers *, the \^eda 
goes on to speak of the Initiation of the Brahman and the rest, in the text 
that lays down the order in which these are to be ‘ initiated ’ — viz. ‘ Having 
initiated (1) the Sacrificsr, the Adhvaryu initiates (2) the Brahman, then 
(3) the Udgdtr, then (4) the Hotr ; then the Pratipraethatr initiates (5) the 
Adhvaryu, apd then the Halfers [those entitled to half the Fee], — ^viz. (6) 
the Bfdhwandchchhamsin, who is assistant to the Brahman, — (7) the Prastotr, 
who is assistant to the Udgdtr, — ^and (8) the Maitrdvaruna, who is assistant 
to the Hotr ; — then the Nestr initiates the (9) Pratiprmthdtr, and then the 
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Thirders [those entitled to one-third of the Fee], — viz. (10) the Agnidh, who 
is assistant to the Bmhman, — (11) the Pratilmrtjr, who is assistant to the 
Udgdtr, — and (12) the AchchMvdka, who is assistant to the Hotf ; — ^then the 
Unnetr initiates (13) the Nestr, and then the Fourthers [those entitled to 
one-fourth of the Fee] — viz. (14) the Potr, who is assistant to the Brahman , — 
(16) the Subrahmanya, who is assistant to the Udgatf, — and (16) 'the 
Grdvaatut, who is assistant to the Hotr ; — then (17) the Unnetr is initiated 
by some other Brahmana, or by a Tleligious Student deputed for that 
purpose by his Teacher. — ^Now all these Initiations are ‘ embellishments * 
for the Sacrificers, From this also it follows that the seventeen persons 
entitled to be called * Priests ’ are the Brahman and the rest mentioned 
here. 



ADHiKARAiiTA (18) : The ‘ Master ’ forms the ‘ Seventeenth ’ 

of the Priests. 

StJTRA (38), 

The Masteb of the Hottsb is to be begabded as the Seventeenth 

‘ PbIBST ON THE BASIS OF THE SMILABITY OF FUNCTIONS. 

Bhdaya. 

It has been stated above that there are ‘ seventeen Priests and that 
these are the Brahnian and the rest. 

Now there arises the question — [As the text enumerating the Initiations 
has named only sixteen persons] — Who is the seventeenth ? Is it some member 
of the Assembly ? Or the Master of the House (the Sacrificer) ? 

The Purvapakm view is as follows : — “ Some member of the Assembly 
should be the seventeenth ; as it is only such a person who would be a worker 
(a servant), the other is the Master, — and it is only a worker that (*an be 
engaged on payment ; the Priests are all engaged on payment ; — hence it 
follows that the seventeenth ‘ Priest * should be some member of the 
Assembly. Further, there are texts speaking of the ^ sadasya^ (member 
of the Assembly), of a ‘ Cup * belonging to him, as also his ‘ appointment ’ ; 
— ^and it is a Priest that is to bo ‘ appointed ’, not the Master himself. For 
these reasons the seventeenth Priest must bo some member of the Assembly.” 

In answer to the above, wo have the following Siddhdnta : — The Master 
of the House is to be regarded, as the seventeenth ‘ Priest \ on the basis of the 
aimilarity of functions ; it is the Master that should form llie seventeenth 
of the Priests ; — why ? — ^because of the similarity of functions ; that is, persons 
who perform the sacrifice become known as ‘ Priests ’ ; — ^the Master of the 
House is certainly one who performs the sacrifice', — henco he must be a 
• priest ’ ; on tho ground that the function of ‘ performing the sacrifice ’ 
belongs to him in common (with the Priests). — ^As regards the argument 
that — ” the texts speak of the ‘ member of the Assembly of the ‘ Cup ’ belong- 
ing to liim, and also of his ‘ appointment ’, and hence this seventeenth 
should be somt? member of the Assembly ”, — our answer is that when the 
texts spoak of the ‘ member of tho Assembly *, they speak of the Brahman 
Priest, and the ‘ Cup ’ and the ‘ appointment * also that they speak of are 
of the same Brahman Priest ; and he is called ‘ sadasya ’ (member of the 
Assembly), because he is really one of the persons present in tho Sacrificial 
House. — From all this it follows that tho Master is the seventeenth of the 
‘ priests ’. 



Adhikaba^a (19) : (A) Each of the Priests is to perform 

only those functions that have been named after him . — 

(J5) The Fires serve the purposes of all Sacrifices. 

StJTRA (39). 

(A) — [POrvapak^a] — “ The Priests should pebeorm all the func- 

TIOMS, as they abb ENOAOED FOR THAT PURPOSE.” — (B) — IhB 
Fires serve the purposes of all the sacrifioes, 

AS THEY HAVE THEIR OATO TIME. 

[Having dealt with the mimVjer and character of Performers, we now proceed 
to consider the question of tho employment of these performers in the various 
performances.] 

BMsya. 

We have seen that at the Jyoti a toma there are seventeen Priests, including 
the Master of the Sacrifice. — (A) The question tlmt arises now is — Are all 
the Priests to do all that is to bo done by men (in connection with the 
sacrificial performance) ? — Or is there any restriction (differentiation and 
distribution of functions) ? 

— (B) There is anotluT question alsa — Are the three Fires (Oarhapatya, 
Dakaindgni, and Ahavanlya) to be used in connection with all that can be 
done with tlic lielp of Fire ? — Or is there some restriction (as to what is to 
bo done with which Fire) ? 

The Purvapakaa view on Question (A) is that — “ all the Priests should 
perform all the functions, as they are engaged for that purpose ; that is to say, 
having been appointed for the purposes of tho sacrificial performance, they 
should do all that is to be done by men [The Siddhdnta of this question 
is stated in Su. 40, below.] 

(B) As regards the Fires, it is the Siddhdnta that is set forth in 
the Siitra, and this is as follows : — ^All the Fires should be used in 
connection with all the actions that can be done with the help of Fin^ ; 
because the Fires are needed by all those actions. Tho particle ‘ sm ’ is 
a reference to the Fires ; the moaning being that tho Fires are to be used in 
connection with all sacrifices, aa they have their own time [ that is, they have 
been enjoined in relation to thoir own cirne, and not to tho time of any 
particular sacrifice ; and hence they may bo used whenever they are 
required]. We have understood this (as tho final Siddhdnta). 

jin tho Bhasya on this Adhikarana, specially on Su. 39, there is a confusion ; 
it is made clear in the Tantravdrtika (Trans., pp. 1643-1046). — ^The Siitra 39 con- 
tains two dibiinct statements — the first part is tho statement of a Purvapakaa, 
and tho second part, the statement of a Siddhdnta. The question regarding this 
Siddhdnta (relating to tho Fires) is — Are the throe consecrated Fires to be used in 
connection with the Primary Sacrifice only ? Or with the Primary as well as the 
Suhsidiariea The Purvapakaa is- that “they should be used at the Primary 
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Sacrifice only» for the simple reason that they have not been laid down in the 
context of any sacrifico (according to Su. 3. 6. 2). — ^Tho Siddhanta 'm that the Fires 
should be used in connection with the Primary as well as with the Subsidiary sacri- 
fices, because they have been laid down independently by themselves — htwing 
their otvn time , — As regards Question (A), in regard to the Priests, the Purvapakqa 
is stated in tho first part of Su. 39 and the SiddhdrUa in Su. 40.] 

SCTRA (40). 

[SiDDHANTA OF AdIIIKARANA 19(A)] — ThERK SHOULD BE A BBSTRIOTION 
(AND distribution) OF FUNCTIONS (AMONG THE PbIESTS), ON 
THE BASIS OF THEIR NAMES ; AS IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE 
THAT (distinct) NAMES HAVE BEEN 
ASSIGNED TO THEM. 


Bhdsya. 

On the basis of the particular names given to particular priests, there 
should be a restriction of functions ; only the functions that have been 
named after a certain priest should bo performed by that Priest ; as it is 
only thus that a useful purpose would he served by the naming of the 
functions (after the Priests) ; that is, the functions named ‘ Adhvaryava ’ 
should be performed by the Adhvaryu-prio^tt — ^those named ‘ hatUra ’ 
should be performed by the Hoir-priest, — those named ‘ Audgdtra * should 
be performed by the Udgdtr -priost. 



Adhikaraista (20) : In some cases the distribution of func- 
tions among the Priests is not strictly in accordance 
with their name. — Exception to the preceding 
Adhikararm. 

StJTRA (41). 

The indication (of the particular priest to perform a particular 
function) is done by direct Injunction as 
also by specific Name. 

Bhdsya. 

Question — ^Is this a universal rule (to bo followed in all oases) that a 
function is to be performed by tho Priest aftor whom it is named ? 

[PurvapaTc^ — “ Yes ”.] 

Siddhdnta — ^It is not so; because as a matter of fa^t, the indication 
of tho particular Priest to perform a particular function is done by Direct 
Injunction and also by specific name (not always by the generic names 

* Adhvaryava ‘ Hautra *, and * Aiulgdtra *). — As an example of indication 
by Direct Injunction, wo have tho text ‘ Tasmdt maitmvarunyih pr^yati 
chdnudwJui ’ (* Therefore tho Maitravarui^a gives directions and recites the 
Puronuvdkyd’^'l (Taitti. Bra. 3. 12. 9. 6); — [whore tho two functions of giving 
directions and reciting are specifically assigned to the Maitrdvaruna Priest, 
though the giving of directions falls witliin those fimctions that have been 
called ‘ Adhvarymxi and as such should have boon performed by the 
Adhvaryu ; similarly the reciting is a function falling within those called 

* Hautra ’ and as such should have been done by the Hotr priest. — But in 
view of the Direct Injunction quoted, both these are done by the J^Iaitrd- 
varuvyi Priest]. 

Similarly as instances of specific najnes given to acts indicating their 
performer, we have the names ‘ potnyd ’ and ‘ nestnyd ’ [which are given 
to certain actions, which under the general rule would have been done 
by the Brahman and tho Adhvarifu rospoctivoly, but, which, by virtue of 
these special names, are done by tho Potr and tho Nestr respectively]. 

These are exceptions to the general rule that the performers of functions 
are indicated by the names given to the functions. 

StJTRA (42). 

Similarly we find indications also to the same effect. 

Bhdsya, 

We have the text — ‘ Hotuh prdtarannvdkanmmibruvata upashrnuydt * 
[‘Ho may lislen to •the reciting the Prataranuvdka'], which, occurring 
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iinder the section dealing with the functions of the Hotr and 4ience caljed 
* HavJbra indicates the -priest as the performer of the act of Reciting. 
— Similarly there is another indicative text — ‘ UdgUhah vdgdtrrndm rchah, 
pranyivah ukthmhamsindm, pratihdrah (idJivaryurj/im * L‘ The Udgitha is for 
the ?7dgrdfr- priests, the verses and the Pranava of the Ukthashamsina, and 
the Pratihdra of the Adhvarytia ’], which indicates a differentiation of fimc- 
tions by means of specific names. — ^The following is another indicative 
text — ‘ Yo vd*dhvaryoh avam veda avavdneva hhavati, etat vd^dhvaryoh svam 
yaddshrdvayati * [‘ He who understands the Adhvaryu’s own thing becomes 
endowed with wealth ; this is the Adhvaryu’s own thing that he urges the 
Agnldh to direct the Hotr to recite ’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 1. 2. 3), which indicates 
the particular performer by means of a specific name. 



Adhikabai^a (21) : The ‘ Reciting ’ avd the ‘ Directing ’ are 
to be done by the Maitrdvaruna, only when they are 
done concurrently. 

SUTRA (43). 

[PObvapak§a] — “ The ‘ Directing ’ and the ‘ Reciting ’ abb to be 
DONE (in all cases) BY THE MaITBAVARIINA ; Ah 
SUCH IS THE Injunction.” 

Bhd§ya. 

[It having been established that tho indication of performers by Name is 
set aside by Direct Injunction, we now proceed to consider the question as to 
whether it is set aside wholly, or only in part. — Tantravartika,'] 

At the JyotiatowjcL sacrifice, there is the Aqmaotmya animal, spoken of 
in the text — ‘ Yo dlkaito yadagnlaomlyam paahmndhibheta ’ [‘ The initiated 
person who sacrifioes tho Agmaomlya animal *] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6). ^ In 
connection with this animal, there is the text — ‘ TasfJidt ytiailrdvarurtah 
preayati chdnuclhdlm ’ [• Therefore the Maitravaruna priest gives directions 
and also recites the Purdnuvdkyd ’1. 

-In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is tho Maitrdvaruna priest 
to do all tho Reciting and all tho Directing that is done ? Or only in that 
case where tho direction is contained in what is recited [i.e. where both are 
done concurrently tlirough tho same words] ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that all recltings (and all directings) aro to be 
done by the Maitrdmruiyi, as there is no ground for differentiation ; as a 
matter of fact there are no grounds for any such differentiation as that 
‘this Reciting, and not tliat, is to bo done by the Maitrdvaruna'^; hence 
it follows that the Maitrdvaruna is to do all tho Reciting and Directing that 
is to bo done [though these functions, as included under tho namo * HatUra \ 
should have been performed by tho //o/r-priest] 

SUTRA (44). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Injunction applies to the ‘ recitinc; ' 

OF the ‘ PURONUVAKYA ’ ONLY ; AS IT IS THIS THAT IS ACCOM- 
PANIED BY THE Direction. 


In reality, it is only { lie Puronuvdkyd that is to bo recited bj’’ the Maitrd- 
varumz ; — why ? — ^because tho Maitrdvaruna comes in as tho reciter onl.v'^ 
in cases where the Reciting and Directing are done together ; in casos whert* 
there is mere reciting of the Anuvdkyd, the Maitrdvaruna does not come in 
at all ; nor in cas8s where there is Directing only ; — it is only where the two 
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<5ome together that the MaUrdvanma comes in ; — hence it is only ill con- 
nection with cases where the two are done together that we have the declara- 
tion in the text — ‘ the Maitravaruna directs and recites *, ‘ MaUrdmrufjiah 
pr^ayati chdnuchdha \ — ^whero the repetition of the particle ‘ cha ’ indicates 
that the reference is to cases where the two acts are done together. 

[The Puronuvdkyd verso ends with the Imperative word ‘ yaja ’ (‘ please 
sacrifice *), which contains the directing which is done when the Puronuvdkyd is 
recited, — thus the two acts of Reciting and Directing being done together.] 

SUTRA (45). 

Also because we find the Hotr priest mentioned in 

CONNECTION WITH THE RECITING OF THE ‘ PrATARANIJVAKA 

Bhdsya, 

• 

For the following reason also we think that all Reciting is not to bo 
done by the Maitrdvaruim , — For what reason ? — Because the Veda indicates 
the Tlotr in connection with the reciting of the Prdtaranumka , — How is this 
indicated ? — ^There is the text — ‘ Yalra Jiotuh prdUjtranuvdlmmanuhriivatah 
upgshrnuydt tadd (julhvaryurgrhnlynl * [‘ When he hears the Hotr recjiting 
the Prdtaranuvdka, the AdJivaryu should hold the cup.']. — From this it follows 
that all reciting is not to be done by the Maitrdvaruna 



Adhikarai^a (22) : The ^ Chamcisa-hoiha ’ is to he 
performed by the Adhvaryu. 

SUTRA (46). 


[PORVAPAKSA] — “ ThK ‘ ChAMAS A -OBLATIONS ’ ARE TO BE OFEKUED 
BY THE ChAMASADUVARYUS, — BY REASON OF 

THE Name.” 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Chamasadhvaryu priests. In regard to these, there arises 
the question — Are the Chamasa-oblationa to bo offered by the Chamasddh- 
varyus ? or by the Adhvaryu ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “ the Chammddhvaryiis should offer 
them ; — ^why? — ^because they are named ‘ Chanm8ddhvaryu\ which indicates 
that in regard to the C/iamasas, they perforin tlio functions of tlie Adhvaryu ; 
hence (the offering of oblations being the fiuiction of the Adhv^aryu) it follows 
that the Chamasa-ohlations should be offered by the Chamasddhvarym 


SUTRA (47). 

In REALITY, THE AdHVARYU SHOULD OFFER THE OBLATIONS. 

BECAUSE OF THE LaW RELATING TO HIM. 

Bhdsya. 

In rqjility, the Adhvaryu should offer the oblations ; because the J^aw is 
that all the functions that are. called ‘ Adhvaryava ’ should bo performed 
by the Adhvaryu ; — and the offering of oblations (into Fire) is an ‘ Adhvaryava ’ 
function ; — hence the oblations should be offered by the Adhvaryu, — “ But 
by reason of the specific name ‘ Chamaaddhvaryti * (which connects the priests 
of this name with the C/iamasa-oblations), the oblations in question should 
be offered by the Chavmaddhvaryua [the indication of the specific naniei 
setting aside that of the generic name ‘ Adhvaryava ’].” — ^That cannot be, 
we reply ; — these priests are called ‘ Chatmiaadhvaryu ’ in the sense that they 
‘ fimction like the Adhvaryu in regard to the Cl&irnaaaa ’ ; which can only 
mean that ‘if the Adhvar.u offers the Chamaaa-ohlatioria, the Chamaad- 
dhvaryua also may offer them ’ ; in fact, if the oblations were offered by the 
Chamaaddhvaryua, and not by the Adhvaryu, then the Ouimaaddhvaryua 
would not be functioning like the Adhvaryu, — From this it follows that the 
CharnmddhvcSrym afe not to offer the Chamasa-oblationa, 
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SUTRA (48). 

Also because we find ‘another* priest mentioned in 
•connection with the ‘Chamasa*. 


W© find that in connection with the Ghamasa, the Veda speaks of a 
priest other than the Chamasddhvaryti. — “ How so? ” — ^W© have the text — 
‘ Cha7Tmsdfhshc?iama8ddhvaryave prayaehchhati, tan sa va§atkartre haraU \ 
from which we learn tliat someone else offers the oblation and hands 
over the Chanmaa to the Chamasadhvaryu. — “ How is this deduced ? ” — 
What we imderstand the text to moan is that when the Ghamasddhvaryu offers 
it to the Vaaatkartr, ho does so with the view that the Vamtkartr will eat 
out of it ; which implies that the Chatnasa is handed over to the Ghamasd- 
dhvaryu, after the oblation has been offered out of it ; — and that the person 
who hands it over to him is the person who has offered the oblation ; — ^from 
which it is clear that the man offering? the oblations is other than the Ghamasd- 
dhvaryu. — Then again we have the text — ‘ Yo vd adhvaryoh svam veda svavd- 
neva hhavcdi, srugvd adhvaryoh svam, vdyavyamasya svam, dtamaso* sya svam % 
where the Ghamasa is spoken of as the ‘ sva ’ (property) of the Adhva^'yu ; — 
as a matter of fact, however, the Ghamasa is the property of the Sarrificer^ 
not of the Adhvaryu ; hence when the text speaks of the Ghamasa as the 
‘ property * of the Adhvaryu, what is meant is that the Ghamasa-ohlaiions 
are to be offered by the Adhvnry^i. 

SUTRA (49). 

It is only in cases of incapacity (of the Adhvahytj) that the 
Chamasadhvaryus could be recarded (as entitled to 

OFFER THE OBLATIONS IN QUESTION). 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ How then is the name ‘ GhamasCidhvaryu ’ to be accounted 
for?” 

Answer — They should he regarded as entitled to offer the oblations in cases 
of incapacity ; that is, in cases where, on account of being otherwise engaged, 
the Adhvaryu is unable to offer the oblations, the Glwmvasddhvaryus would 
be the persons to offer them, by virtue of their name. 



Adjeokaba^a (23) ; The * Shyena ’ and the ‘ Vdjapeya ’ 
sacrifices are to be performed by severed classes of 
priests, — not by single class of priests. 

StJTRA (50). 

[PObvapak^a] — “ On account of the Vbdio Injunction (Name), — 

IN CASES WHERE THE ACTIONS HAPPEN TO BE MENTIONED IN 
A PARTICULAR VbDA, — THEY SHOULD BE PERFORMED 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THAT VbDA ONLY, — 

AS IN THE FOREGOING CASE.” 

Bhdsya. 

We find the ShySna sacrifice mentioned in the Veda named ‘ Avdgdtra \ 
(i.e. Sdmaveda) and the Vdjapeya sacrifice in the Veda called ‘ Adhvaryava ’ 
(i.e. Yajurveda), — ^In regard to these, there arises the question — Are all 
the details in connection with the Shyena to be performed by the Udgdtr 
(S&mavedin) priests alone, — and all the details of the Vdjapeya, by the 
Adhvaryu (Yajurvedin) priests alone ? — or in both cases, the details are to 
be performed by several classes of priests ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows : — “ On account of 
the Vedic Injunction, — i.e. on account of the Name — it should be ns in the 
foregoing case; i.e. just as on the strength of the name ''Adhvaryava' All 
the details mentioned in that section are performed by the Adhvaryu, — ^in 
the same manner, in cases where the actions happen to be mentioned in 
a particular Veda, they should be done in accordance with that Veda only ; 
that is to say, when a sacrifice is laid down in a Veda named after a 
certain priest, all the details in connection with that sacrifice should be 
performed by that same priest ; us therein the sacrifice is enjoined along 
with all its accessory details. — From this it follows that all the def^ils of 
the Shyena (which is laid down in the Avdgdtra i.e. Sdfnaveda) should be 
performed by the Udgdtr priest, and all the details of the Vdjapiya (which is 
laid down in the Adhvaryava section) should be performed by the Adhvaryu 
priest.” 

8UTRA (51). 

[SiddhInta] — Inasmuch as they borrow the details (from the 

Primary Archetypes), they should in reality be per- 
formed ALONG WITH THEIR ACCESSORIES, AS EQUIPPED 
WITH THEIR OWN DETAILS, ON THE BASIS OF THE 
GENERAL LAW ; THE INDICATION (OF THE NaME) 

CAN BE ACCEPTED ONLY IN OTHER CASES, 

WHERE THERE ARE NO CLEAR 

INJUNCTIONS. 


Bhd§ya, 


Inasmuch as they borrow the. details from the Primary Sacrifices, 
— sacrifice should he performed as equipped with its own details, — i.e. 


42 
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accompanied by all the accessorieH that come into it by virtue of the general 
law (that ' the modification should be {wformed in the manner of the 
Primary ’), — ^and along with Ua acteaaories ; — this is what we learn from the 
Veda itself.— Now' as regards the two sacrifices in question, they are both 
* modifications * of the Jyotiatoma, and as such they stand in need of 
those accessories that are already there in the Jyotiatoma ; — ^and at the 
Jyotlafoma there are several Priests performing the details ; — so that the 
case in question also has to be taken as connected with those same several 
priests. 

Objection — “ The indication by the *^ame is something direct, \vhile 
the implication of the General Law’ is only an indirect means of knowledge, 
being purely inferential in character [so that the latter should not over- 
ride the former].” 

Anawer — It is true that indication by the Name is a direct means of 
knowledge ; but after all it is only an ordinary (secular) means of knowledge ; 
so that in this case also, it is necessary to infer a Vedic text and then make 
it bear upon the case in question; w'hile in the case of indication by the 
General Law (that ‘ the modification should be performed in the manner of 
the TVimary ’), wdiat is brought to bear upon the case in question is a Vedic 
text w’hich is actually perceived even though found in a remoter context, 
on the basis of which text, the sacrifice in question (i.e. the modification) 
becomes connected wath the directly cognised procedure of the Primary 
Sacrifice. It is for this reason that the General Law is stronger (than Name 
and overrides it). 

As regards the argument that — “on the stnaigth of Name |alJ the 
details should be performed by a single priest]”, — the answer is that the 
indication by Name can he accepted- only in regard, to other cases, where there 
are no clear injunctions ; — that is to say, in the case of such d('tails as do not 
come into the sacrifi<?e by virtue of the General Law, the matter may be 
tletermincd by indications of the Name, For instance, in connection with 
the Shyena, we find it laid down that ‘ they pierce with thorns and fas 
there is no such Piercing done at the Primary Sacrifice, the name of the 
performer of this act cannot be brought in from the Primary, under the 
General Law] this Piercing will be done by the Udgdtr priest (asj indicah^d 
by the name ' Audgdtra'); — ^similarly in connection with the Vdjapeya, it 
is laid down that ‘ they offer it with the tJaaputa ’ (Shatapatha-Bra. 6. 2. 1. 
16), and this offering will be done by the Adhmryu (as indicated by the 
name " Adhvaryava'), [The ^Vaaputa^ is the cup prepared out of leaves 
of tho Ashvattha tree with dust taken from barren laml, iim.^ 


End of Pdda vii of Adhydya III. 



ADHYAYA III. 

PADA Vlll, 


Adhikarai^a (1) : The ‘ purchasing' of services is the 
function of the Master of the Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (1). 


The ‘ PURCHASiNO ’ is the function of the Masteb : as the 

FERFOBMANCE TS FOR HIS PURPOSE. 

Bhnsya. 


Thoro is tho act of ‘ purcliasing — -i.o. securing the services of Priests 
on the payment of certain Foes, such as ‘ twelve and hundred ’ at the 
Jyotiatoma^ the Anvaharya' (Cooked Rico) at the Darsha-Purmimlsa and 
so forth Taitti. Sam. 1. 7. 3. 11. 

In regard to this, tliero arises tho question — Are the Priests to bo ‘ pur- 
chased ’ by the Adhvaryu or by the Master ? 

Tho Purvapaksn view is that — “on tlie strength of tlie Name A dh- 
mryam\ under which the ‘ Purcliasing of Priests’ is includeil), it sixould bo 
done by tho Adhvaryu ”. 

The Siddhdnta is as follows: — The 'purchastny^ is the function of the 
Master ; — why *t— as the. perfornmnee is for his purpose ; i.e. it is tho Sncrificer 
(Master of the Sacrifice) who desires to obtain the results [that are to follow 
from tho performance of the Sacrilice] ; — in ordinary practice, when a man 
desires to obtain certain results from the yjerformance of an act, ho lias to 
do that act himself; — if he ‘purchases’ (secures on payment) the services 
of other persons (to help him in tho performance), he is regarded as dhftig it 
himself. Under the circumstances, if he were not to do the ‘ purchasing ’ 
[and if it were done by someone else], he would not be doing the main act 
himself. — 1^>om all this it follows that it is the Master that does the 
‘ purchasing ’. 

SUTRA (2). 

It could be done by othebs in a case where there is a direct 

DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

Question — Is then tliis the universal rule [that the ' purchasing ’ should 
be done alivays by the IVLc'er] ? 

Answer— Sot so; it could he done by others in a case where there is a 
direct declaration to that eJfecL . In a case where there is a direct declaration 
as to tho person who is to do the ‘ purcliasing ’ [i.e. to make payments 
for services renderdli], — tho ‘ purchasing ’ has to be done in accordance 
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with that declaration; e.g. there is the declaration — ' Ya StdmippakdmU' 
padadhydt aa tnn varan dadydt ’ [‘ He who puts in this brick should give 
three excellent things (cows) '] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 8. 2). [Here the Paras* 
maipada ending in the word * upadadhydt ’ indicates that the ‘ placing ’ 
of the bricks is to be done by a person other than the Master, — and it is 
asserted that it is this same person that should give the ‘ three cows ' to the 
priest, in payment of services rendered by him. — So that in this particular 
case, the * purchasing ’ is done by a person other than the Master.] 

[Sutra (2) which embodies an exception to Sutra (1), has been taken as a 
distinct Adhikaravta by itself — by Mandat Mishra and by Madhavacharya. 
Kutnarila has included it under the first Adhikarana, as above.] 



Adhikarai^a (2) : The ‘Shaving of the Head ’ and other 
‘ Embellishments ’ pertain to the Master of the 
Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (3). 

[PCrvapak^a] — “Inasmuch jS the Embellishments add to the 

CAPACITY OF the PERFORMING PERSON, THEY SHOULD BE 
RESTRICTED (TO PERSONS) IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 

Veda (Name), — just like the performincj 

OF THE SEVERAL FUNCTIONS.” 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatama, \ve read — ‘ Keshashmashru mpati, 
daU) dhdvate, nakhdni nikrntate, sndtl ’ [‘ He shaves his head and beard, 
cleanses his teeth, pares his nails, and bathes *J (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 1. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the Embellishments 
like those here described to bo done by the Adh^ryu or by the Sacrificer 
(Master) ? 

The Purvajmkpa view is as follows : — “ They should be done by the 
Adhvaryu ; as a matter of fact. Embellishments should bo restricted in 
accordance with the Veda, — i.e. on the basis of Na^ne, — just like the per- 
formance of hinctions by individual persons ; that is, just as the other 
details are performed by that priest who bears the name that is given to the 
Vedic Sections under which these details are laid down [e.g. the Ad/uxiryu 
perfornLS the functions laid down in the ^ Adhvaryava' Section of the Veda], 
— in the same manner, the EmbellishtnentM [should be performed by persons 
whose names are borne by the Vedic Section laying down the Embellishn^^its].” 


SUTRA (4). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Embellishments, like the Principal 
Action, must pertain to the Sacrificer, as he is the 

PRINCIPAL PERSON CONCERNED. 

Bhdsya, 

Tn reality, the acts in question should be done by the Sacrificer; — why ? 
— because he is the principal person concerned . — “ What is the meaning of 
his being the principal p Tson ?” — The result of an action is always under- 
stood to be one that is aimed at by the performer of that action; hence 
what the EtnheUishments do is to bring about, in the person performing 
them, the capacity to perform the main act. No person, who seeks to bring 
about in himself ttie said capacity by the performance of a certain act. 
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ever secures the services of other persons for the performance of that act ; 
in fact, he secures the services of others for the purpose of obtaining certain 
desirable things ; the act that brings abo\it a capacity in a person should 
always be done by that person himself ; as is found in the case of the 
Principal Action ; that is to say, as a matter of fact, all those l^rincipal 
Actions which tend to produce results in the Person, are always j)erformed 
by the Sacrificer himself ; similarly in the case in question also |as the 
TCinbellishinents in question also tend to bring about a capacity in the 
Sacrificer, they should be performed by the Sacrificer himselfl. 


SUTRA (5). 

Also because of the words of certain texts. 

Bhdsya. 

We find such texts as — ‘ Tanwhhyanakli , aharesikayd'nakti * f‘ He 
anoinlft him\ ‘ ho anoints him with the arrow-stick*], whore the verb is found 
in the Parasmaipada form, which clearly indicates that it is someone else 
that does the anointiny for the Sacrificer fand the Anointing is an ‘ Em- 
bellishment ’]. 


SUTRA (6). 

Eurthkb, the action in question has been spoken of as a 
subordinate factor. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that “ tlu^ Embellishments 
should be restricted on the basis of Narnes, in H(;cordunco with the Veda 
— But this is not right ; because the action in (piestion has been spoken of as a 
subortMlale facto?'. As a matter of fac;t, we accept the NaiTie as the deter- 
mining factor only in cases where the action appears as the predominant 
factor, — i.e. as one for the performance of which the services of certain 
persons (priests) liave to be seciu’ed ; it is only in the case of such an action 
fwliere the Men are subordinate to, and subserve^ tlie purposes of, the 
Action, which is the predominant factor] that its performer is taken to be 
determined by the Name (of the Vedic Section in which the injunction of 
the action is found). — ^In the case of the Shaving of the Head and other 
Embellishments [which appear as subordinate to, and subserving the pur- 
poses of, the Man], — if they were taken as related to (and pertaining to) the 
priests, then such a relation would have to be assumed, as in that case [the 
actions not standing in need of any such connection, being already connect- 
ed with the Sacrificer] — those Embellishments would come in only as serving 
some transcepdental purpose ; while in the case of those acts (sacrificial 
details)* as bear directly upon the sacrificial performance, their connection 
with those persons (priests) is already established (by the fact of their 
standing in need of performers ; and hence it has not gdt to be assumed) ; 
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— [the connection of the Embellishments with the Sacrificer is also one 
that is already established by the fact of their being spoken of as subordinate 
to, and subserving the visible purpose, cleanliness, of the Sacrificer] ; — ^and 
so long as an established relationship is possible, there can be no justification 
for the assuming of an unestablislied one. — From all this it follows that in 
a case when? the Man is the predominant factor [and the action is subordinate 
to him], Name cannot be the determining factor (in the indication of the 
Performer for it). 

SUTRA (7). 

Also bbcausk they have been laid down in rekkhenoe to 

THE RESULTANT ‘ ApCRVA 

Bhdsf/a. 

By the term ‘ Chodand ’ (in the Sutra) we moan tlu^ resultant Apurm 
(of the Primary Sacrifice) ; so that what the Sutra means is that the 
Embellishments in question have been laid down in reference to the resultant 
A'purva ; and as it is not possible for them to bo done by themselves without 
a material substratum (the thincf to he embellished, without which there can 
bo no Kmhellishment), the.>' are taken as to be done to such things-, — and 
they could be done to, and be connected with, things remote from themselves, 
only if it were not possible for them to be done to, and be connected with, 
a thing in (dose proximity to them; and wdien it is possible for them to be 
done to a thing in close proximity to themselves, they should not be done 
to remoter things, as the>' will have their requirements fulfilled by being 
done to the nearer thing. — For this reason also the Embellishments should 
pertain to the Sacrificer (who is in close proximity to them). 


SUTRA (8). 

On account of inequality, they could not he applicable 
EQUALLY [to ALL THE PERSONS |. 

BJidsya, 

This Sutra is to bo taken as following upon a few words to be supplied 
[as embodying an argument answ'ered by the Sulra ^ ; these words being — 
“ Why cannot the Embellishments be taken as applicable ecpially (to both, 
the Sacrificer as well as the Prie.sts) ? When they have not been laid down 
in special reference to any particular person, they should be applicable to* 
every person 

The answer to this is that the Injunction of the Embellishments cannot 
apply equally to all person “ Why ? ” —Because of inequality ; i.e. all the 
persons are not equally circumstanced in regard to the injunction in ques- 
tion. — “What is the inequality ? ’’—The inequality lies in the fact ttiat the 
Embollishrnents have been enjoined for the Sacrificer, not for the Priests , — 
“ But how do you^now that they are enjoined for the Sacrificer ? ” — From 
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the fact that when a man desires to accomplish an end by an act, he shoidd 
do that act himself (see Si). 3. 7. 18). — ** But as they are not enjoined in 
special reference to any particular person, they should be taken as enjoined 
for the Priests also.” — We are of opinion that, as they cannot serve any useful 
purpose in connection with the priests, they cannot be taken as enjoined 
for them. — “ Why is no useful purpose served by them in connection with 
the Prieats ? ” — If they were done by (and to) the Priests, they would be 
acts that are neither dene nor done by the Sacrificer ; for the simple reason 
that the services of the Priests have not been secured for the performance 
of those Embellishments ; — and if they were done by the Priests themselves, 
then they could not in any way benefit the person who stands in need 
[of aids to the fulfilment of the Sacrifice and the resultant Apurva] ;i — and 
thus they would be entirely useless. This is the reason why they cannot 
be taken as enjoined for the Priests ; — and this is what constitutes the 
* inequality ’ (spoken of in the Sutra ), — From all this it follows that the 
Embellishments cannot apply equally to all the persons. 



ADHiKABAijrA (3) : The Penances are to he performed by 

the Saorificer. 

SCTRA (9). 

PBNANCBS also [ARB to BB PBRFOBMED by the SaCRIFICBR] ; BECAUSE 
THEY HELP IN THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE RESULT ; — AS 
IN ORDINARY LIFE. 


Certain Penances are found to be enjoined — ' He does not eat for two 
days ‘ he does not eat for tliree days and so forth. 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are the Penances to be 
performed by the Priests ? Or by the Sacrifieer ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — “ The Penances should be taken as to 
be performed by the Priests,- —on the basis of the name [‘ Adhmryava \ 
of that section of the Veda where the Penances are enjoined |”. 

The Siddhanla is as follow’s The Penances should be ]3orforined by 
the Sacrifieer ; — why ?— because they help in the accmnplishment of the 
re&uU ; i.e. the Penances are fierformed with a view to the accomplishment 
of the result ; as a matter of fact, a man obtains the results of a sacrifice 
only when he is equipped with Penances. — “ How do yoi* know this ? 

The performance of Penances is painful ; —pain is the direct consequenc*e 
of sin ; — sin is an obstacle in the accomplishment of the result of sacrifices - 
sin is in fact conducive to evil, and so long as there is sin, no good can 
come about; — hence it is necessary to remove it. Both Merit and Dement 
are destroyed by the experiencing of their effects ; hence it is that for the 
experiencing of pain as the result of sin, religious Penances are prescribed ; 
the idea being that the pain experienced in the performing of the Penance 
is the effect of the sin (meant to be destroyed), — In this way the Penance 
comes to have a visible purpose, and no invisible (unseen) purpose has to 
be assunled. — Thus then, the (obstructing) sin having been destroyed by the 
experiencing of its effect (pain suffered in the |X)rformance of the l^enance), 
the sacrifice becomes free from obstruction and thus brings about its result. 
[It is in this way that Penances help in the accomplishment of the Kesult.] 
— And the accomplishing of the result is what is to bo done by the Sacrifieer, 
not by the Priests. Fronv this it follows that the Penances are to be per- 
formed by the Sacrifieer. 

SUTRA (10). 

There is also a supplementary declaration pointing 
TO the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 


This sa^ne cojiclusion is indicated by a supplementary declaration, 
which is to the following effect — ‘ Yadd vai puruae na kifichana antarhhavati 
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yadd aaya krmyim ctMikm§o naahyati — atha rnedhyatamah, ’ [* When there is 
nothing inside the man, and when the pupil has disappeared, then is he 
most fitted for a sacrifice’], — ^which means tliat when he is fasting, then 
is ho Jit for mldha ’ (‘ mldhya ’) ; now ‘ mldha ’ is sacrijicef and ‘ sacrifice * 
consists in giving away ; so that what the supplementary declaration quoted 
means is that ‘ by the Penance, the man is rendered fit for giving away * ; 
and the person who gives away things is the Sacrificor (not the Priests). — 
From this also it follows that Penances are to be performed by the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (11). 

It can be done by others, when thebe is an injunction 

TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhasya. 


Question — “ Ts it then the universal rule that all penances should be 
performed by the Sacrificor ? ” 

Anstver — No ; it can be done by others when there is an injunction to that 
effect ; i.e. when there is an injunction to that effect, then it should be done 
by the Priests ; e.g. there is the injunction — ‘ All the I’riests fast ’ (in which 
case the fasting has to be done by the Priests). 

SUTRA (12). 

Also because the Penance is a subordinate factor, the question 

OF ITS performer CANNOT BE DETERMINED BY THE 
NAME OF THE VkDIC SECTION. 

Bhdsya. 

ItrrI-as been argued tliat “ on the basis of Name (‘ Adhxmryami of 
the Vedic Section where the Penances are firoscribod), the Penances should 
be taken as to be performed by the Priest (Adhvaryu)"\ — The answer to this 
is that, because the Penance is a subard iruite factor^, its performer cannot 
bo determined by Name ; as Name is regarded as the determining factor 
only in cases where the Man is the subordinate factor [which is not so in the 
case in question]. 

Or, the Sutra may be explained in the following manner — 

[By a second interpretation of this Sutra, the Bhdsya wakes a separate 
Adhikarana of it, which is as follows ] — 



Adhikaraxsta (4) : The ‘ Red Turban" and other similar 
details pertain to all the Priests. 

SUTRA (12). 

Inasmuch as they auk subokdinate accessories, theik connection 

CANNOT BE DETERMINED BY THE ‘ NAME ' OF THE 

Vedic Section. 

Bhdsya. 

{n) fn connection with the Shyena sacrifice, we read — ‘ Loh*toAnml 
lohiUivmand rtvijah praclvarnnti ’ f* Kcd-turbaned and red-clothed priests 
move about ’ ; — (6) similarly in connection with t he Vdjapeya sacrifice, 
wo read — ' HiranyarndUrui rtvijah pracharantl ' | ‘ Oold-nec^klaced priests 
move about ’ ]. 

In regard to these there arises the question — (a) At the Shyena. is it only 
the Uflgdtr priests who are to be ‘ red-turbaned ’ and (?>) at tht* Vdjapeya. 
only the Adhvnryus who art» to wear the golden necklace ? Or, at both 
sacrifi(;es, all the priests are to wear it ? 

The Purvapaksa view is tliat — “ (a) On the strength of Name [‘ Aud- 
qdtra ’ of the V^eda where the Shyhia is prescribed!, the Udgdtr priests 
•alone are to wear the Hed-turban at the Shyena. — and (6) on account of the 
Name [‘ Adhvaryam ’ of the V’^eda where the Vdjapeya is prescribed], the 
Adhvaryu priests alone are to wear the golden necklace at the Vdjapeya''', 

The SIddhdnfa view is as follows : --Inasmuch as the things In question 
are subordinate accessories, their connection cannot be determined by the name of 
the Vedir Section ; that is to my. being reddurbaned is a subordinate accessory, 
— so also is being gold -necklaced \ — and the Man (Priest) is the predominant 
factor ; — hence it follows that tfie lied Turban and the (laid -necklace are 
meant to be accessories {or appurtenances) of the Man. and not as something 
to be done ; consequently the Man must be regarded as the predominant 
factor. — “ What if it is so ? ”--Tf it is so, then, there is the principle 'ready 
accepted, tliat in cases where the Man is the predominant factor, the Name 
cannot be the determining factor in indicating the performer of the action 
concerne3. 

Further, from the fact of the articles being spoken of as the accessories 
of man, it follows tliat what is laid down pertains to all tlie men (concerned) ; 
because as a rule, whenever an acce'ssory is laid down in close proximity to 
the ])redominant factors (of which it is an accessory), it means that it is 
laid down in connection with each one of the ]>redon\inant factors ; — and 
this all-round connection having been indicated by Direct Declaration, — 
how could it be restricted b\' a Nam^. even if there were a name ? — From 
all this it follows that at each of the two sacrifices (Shyena and Vdjapeya). 
the accessory <letails like tic m under consideration are to be adopted by all 
the priests. 



Adhik ABA i^A (5) : The * desire for rain ^ pertains 
to the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (13). 

Similarly, the ‘ Desire ’ also [pertains to the Sacrificer] ; 

BECAUSE IT IS HE THAT IS CONNECTED WITH THE PITRPOSE 
(of THE PERFORMANCE). 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with tVie J yotiat^iina, we read — ‘ Yadi Icdmayet oaraU 
parjanyah nichnih aadt) minuydt ’ | ‘ If ho desire that Parjanya should rain, 
he should measure out the Assembly on low ground 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is the ‘ Desire ’ mentioned 
here that of the Priest ? Or of the Sacrificer ? What the question means 
is — Who is the nominative to the verb " kdmuyet* (‘should desire’) — is 
it the Adhimryu priest, or the Sacrificer ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “ The desire should be taken, as that of 
the Priest, because of the Name (of the Vedic Section) ; the indication of the 
Name is that the Person who is eager to obtain results from the sacrifice is 
the Adhvaryu priest^ who is the person spoken of in the Context [after whose 
name the Section of the Veda has been named as ‘ Adhvaryaoa 'J ; hence it 
is the Adhvaryu who is taken as syntactically connected with the verb 
" minuydt ’ (‘ should measure out ’) ; —from all this it follows that the ‘desire * 
spoken of is that of the Priest.” 

T^he Siddhunta is as follows : — Desire also should be like the Penance ; 
that is, the Desire pertains to the Sacrificer, — “ Why so ? ” — Became it 
is he that is connected with the purpose of the performance ; that is to say, 
it is understood that the Sacrificer is connected with the ‘ purpose ’ 
— i.e. the Result — of the Sacrifice as performed along with its accessory 
details. — ^^Phen again, in the case of the text ‘ Jyotiatomena svargakdmo 
yajeta^ [‘Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Jyotiatmna Sacrifice’] 
the particular ending (Atmanepada in ^yajetd^), — makes it clear that the 
desire for ‘heaven ’ is that of the Sacrificer ; in the case in question, the pecu- 
liar ending (Parctamaipada) in ‘ minuydt ’ makes it clear that the Adhvaryu 
is to do the measuring out for the sake of someone else (i.e. the Sacrificer). 
— It has been urged thatr^'-“by reason of Syntactical Connection (of the 
verb ‘should desire’) with the person appearing in the Context as the 
seeker for reifult [the Desire should pertain to the Adhvaryu] — But even 
with this Syntactical Connection the sentence could be explained as ‘ In 
the event of the Sacrificer being desirous (of rain), the Adhvaryu should 
measure out, etc.’ 



abhyIya in, PADA vni, adhikabaka (5). 
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SUTRA (14). 

It can pertain to others, only when it is spoken of as such. 

Bhdsya. 

In a case where it is spoken of as such, the desire may be taken as per> 
taining to the Priest. For instance, there is the text — ‘ Udgdta dtmanevd 
yajamdndya vd yam kdmam kdmayati tamdgdyati ’ f/ The Udgdtr priest 
sings out that result which he desires for himself or for the sacrificer — 
Now here, if the term "dtmane* (‘for himself’) were to mean ‘for the 
sacrificer’, then there could be no justification .for the adding of the term 
‘ yajamdndya ’, or of the term ‘ vd * ; — hence it follows that by reason of the 
(separate) mention of the ‘ Sacrificer the Udgdtr priest should be taken as 
speaking of himself (as desiring results). 



ADHiKARAisrA (6) : The Mantras beginning with ‘ Ayurdd * 
and the like are to he recited by the Sacrificer, 

SUTRA (15). 

The Mantras also which are not connected with any action, 

ARB LIKE ‘ DESIRE ’ [i.E. THEY ARE CONNECTED 

WITH THE SaCRIFTCER]. 

Bhdsya, 

Tho Mantras that arc meant to be considered here are tliose like the 
following — '‘Ayurdd atjne dyur ml dlhi\ ‘ V archodd agne aai varcho ml dlhi' 
[‘ O Agni, yon are the bostower of longevity, bestow longevity upon me! 

‘ O Agni, you are the bestower of glory, bestow glory upon me ’ |. [The 
Mantras are laid down as to be simply recited, not in connection with the 
performance of any sacrificial details.] (Taitti. 8aih. I. 5. 5. 4.) 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are these to be recited by 
tho Priest ? Or by the Sacrificer ? 

'Phe Purvapakaa view is that — On account of the name (of the Vedic 
Section in which these Mantras occur), the Mantras should be taken as to bo 
recited by the Priest ”. 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : —These MarUras should be like what has 
gone before ; that is like ' desire ’ [they should be tak('n as connected wit h 
tho Sacrificer I ; it is only thus that there would be just ification for tho pres- 
ence in the Mantra of the term expressive of the speaker himself [i.o. tiu) 
pronoun ‘ ml ’]. In the expressions bestow longevity upon me' and ‘ bestow 
glory upon me’, — the terms 'longevity’ and ‘glory’ stand for th(‘ result 
expected to follow from the performanc*e undertaken,— t lie siaise being 
‘ O Pire. please accornplisli the result of my action ’. — Xow the result ex- 
pected to follow from an action is spoken of only for the purposes of en- 
couragement ; and the person who is encouraged by it is the Sacrificer, no 
one else. As a matter of fact, the Fire (that is addressed in the Mantras) 
has not been kindled for the sake of the result that is to accriK» from tho 
performance to tho Priest ; as this result (being in the shaj)e of tlu' Sacrificial 
Fee payable to him) is already an accomplished entity; in fact, the Fire has 
been kindled for the sake of the result that is to accrue, to the Sacrificer ; 
this result is not yet an accomplished entity, and is therefore to be spoken 
of as to be h/oped for ; and this encourages the Sacrificer and thereby tends 
to save the performance from becoming defective. Even when tho Priest 
is encouraged by the prospect of (the Fet' which is) an accomplished entity, 
he is so encouraged only in the performance which is to bring its reward 
to the Sacrificer ; but the presence of the term expressive of the speaker 
himself could liot be justifiable if the reciting were done by the Priest ; the 
term expressive of the speaker himself retains its direct natural meaning 
only when tho words are recited by the Sacrificer. — From all this it follows 
that tho Mantras in question should be recited by the Sacrificer. 
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SUTRA (16). 

Also because we find the Mantras being recited during 
THE absence (of FiRE). 

Bhdsya. 

As a rnattor of fact, wo find similar Mantras being addressed during the 
absence of Fire, — when the man is aw’ay from home (and his Fire) ; — the 
Mantra being ‘ Iha cm san tatra nantam Ivd atjne, etc.* [‘ While remaining here, 
I address thee, O Agni, who art there, etc.’l [where the words of the ^^anlra 
itself clearly indicate that the speaker is away from the Fire], Now a 
man away from the Fires <;an never be a ‘ Priest ’ ; as the term ‘ jiriest ’ 
denotes one who is actually engaged in the sacrificial performance [and this 
can only bo when the Fires are there). As regards the Sacrifieer, however, 
it is possible for him to bo away from the Fire and still remain the ‘ Sacrificer 
because it is possible for him fo go away from hoine after having 
mado suitable arrangements for his Atjnihotra (daily offerings to his Fires); 
— then again, it is quite possible for a man liv'ing away from home to fjive 
aimy (dedicate) things (for being offered at a sacrifice). — The Mantra- just 
quoted (‘ llva cm mn, e^c.*) is just such a. Mantra as is addressed to tho Fire 
by one who is away from homo; — this is indicated by the words of tho 
Afan^ra itself, which, therefore, indicate that the Majitra is tt> be addressed 
by the Sacrificer ; — and from this it follows that all Alantrns «>f this kind 
are to be recited by the Sacrificer. 



ADHiKARA^jTA (7) : Mautros occurring in two sections of the 
Veda are to he recited by both persons. 

SOTRA (17). 

A Mantra mentioned in two places is to be recited by both 

PERSONS ; AS THE REPETITION OF THE MaNTRA 
MUST HAVE SOME PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdm sacrifices ; in connection with these 
we find certain MarUrcts that are mentioned in two places — one in the section 
(AdhvarymKi) dealing with the functions of the Adhvaryu, and then again 
in the section ( Ydjamuna) dealing with the functions of the Sacrificer 
For instance, (a) the Mantras with which the Clarified Butter is taken up — 
‘ PaftcJhdndm tvd vdtdndm yantrdya dhartrdyn yrhndmi ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 
1. 2) and so on, and (6) the Mantras with which the two Srucass are arranged 
— ‘ Vdjasya tnd prasavBna ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 1. 13. 1) and so on. 

In regard to these, tiiere arises the question — Are such Mantras to be 
recited by both (the Sacrificer and the Adhvaryu) ? Or by the Adhvaryu 
alone ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “on the basis of Name Adhvaryava'), 
the Mantras should be taken as connected with the Adhvaryu '"^, 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — Both should recite the Mantras in ques- 
tion ;T.,^why ? — because the repetition of the Mantra must have some purpose. 
Inasmuch as the Mantras have been named after both the persons, it 
follows that })oth are reciters of them ; hence both should recite the Mantras \ 
— ^tho Adhvaryu reciting them with the intention of doing what is^iiidicated 
by the words of the Mantras, — ^and the Sacrificer reciting them witli a view 
to avoid carelessness and mistakes. 



AoHiKARArifA (8) : The ^ learned ’ Sacrijicer alone is to be 
mcule to recite the Mantras, 

SUTRA (J8). 

It is onfa' the learned man that rs to he made to jjecite tffe 
Mantra ; as the illiteilate man js not entitled 
(to perkorm sacrtptces). 

Hhdsjfa. 

Fii comK'ctirjn with 1 ho Vajapet/n Kaorifioo, wo nvul (f/) ‘llo innhos <ho 
Sacrifioor rocito tlio Kfrp/i AD/a/m*?’ [Tho Mmifraft 1>o^iiining with <ho wonln 
^ Apurifftine.Hff hot paid tn, o(o.’- -\Mjnsnova Sam. f). 21- aro callod " KIrpfi 
Mnntms ^ aiul (h) ‘ Ho inakos Hu*. Sa(Ti(i<*<‘r rocilc* tho /////sa/i-iiiautras [i.o. 
tho Mfoiti'ff'i l»o{xinniii^^ witli Hio words ^ Affnirehll'sarena ^ — \’iljasa. Sam. 
i). .31 |. 

hi to th(\s(', Mioro arises Hu^ <{uostiou Aro all Saorilioors, the 

loariuul as well as tho ilUtorato, to ho made to n^cito these ? Or tho loaniod 
ones only ? 

'I’ho J^rorapffl'sa view is that both tho learned and the illiterate 
should bo inade to r(U*it(* tho Mantras, as no distinct ioTi lias h(*en made bo- 
twot*n them”, 

'Flu* Shtdhdnia is as follows : — Tlu^ learnt'd alone should bo made to 
rcc ti^ tho Mantras ; -why ? —hrrattsr the illiterate man is not entitled to 
perform sacrific(*s ; as a matter of fact, tlie illiterate man is not entitled to 
])orform sacrifices, for tho sim])lo reason that lie has not. tho requisite capacity. 
— “ At tho time of tho per fori iia.nco, ho would h^arn tho Mantras and 
tluMi rocito thorn ; and havin^ 2 [ thus acquired tho no(.*essary cajiacity, lio 
wo.iltl bo ciitith*d (to tlu^ porformanco).” - -That cannot hi*, ?. .• say. 
Heeauso tho porformaiice of sucritices has been laid down ns coming after 
tho Vgdn has been .studied, and the sltidi/ of the Veda is not included utuler 
tho text laying down the ijorformance of sacrifices. — “ How so ? ’*- -Becau.so 
it is without reforenco to any act or ]>orfor! nance that it lias boon enjoined 
f hat ‘ the Veda should bo studied ’. And when wo have 1 his indop(*ndent 
iniunction of the study of tho Veda, it cannot bo assumed that tho 
injunction that tho Veda should bo .studied is exprc'ssed by such sentences 
a.*^ ‘ one should offer tho Agnihotra Because all that this latter sentence 
lays down is the offering of the Agnihotra libations, — and it follows that 
only one who has studied the Voda is entitled to perform the act, — not 
one who is entirely ignorant of the Veda. — “ By knowing how' much of 
the Voda does man become ititled to perform sacrifices ? *’ — By knowing 
that much whic.h, on being known, supplies him with the reqiysite capacity 
to perform the sacrifice as laid dowm in the scriptures. Thus it Is only 
the man who knows that much of the Veda is entitled to tho performance 
of a sacrifice? 

43 
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Objection — “ But tho injunction that we have is that ‘ one should 
study tho Veda which means that the whole of the Veda is to bo studied ; 
so tliat by reading up merely a part of the Veda one cannot become entitled 
to the performance of a sacrifice.” 

Amwer — Tho Veda has to bo studied for the purpose of knowing all 
about sacrifices ; such being tho case, when one is going to perform a 
particular sacrifice, tho knowledge of any other sacrifice could not servo 
any visible puri)oso ; consequently in determining whether one is or is not 
entitled tf> the performance of any particular sacrifice, no hoed need be paid 
to his knowledge of any other sacrifice ; because "for the knowledge of that 
other sacrifice, it would bo necessary to study that portion of the Veda 
which deals with that sacrifice. With all this however, the study of the 
whole Veda has boon enjoined, for the purpose of acquiring a knowledge 
of all the sacrifices one by one. — Hence we conclude that when a man knows 
all about tho details of any one sacrifice he becomes entitled to tho 
performance of that sacrifi(^e. Under the circumstances, a man who is 
ignorant of the details of the sacrifice will not be able to perform that 
sacrifice at all ; how then could there be any possibility of his being made 
to recite tho Mantras ? — ^From all this it follows that it is right to say that 
it is only tho learned person that should bo made to rocile the Mantras. 

[Knmarila’s remarks on this are interesting — ‘ Such being tho case, the know- 
ing of the branehoa of knowledge other than tho Voda pro]^or would be very 
far from necessary for the duo performance of sairritices. But so far as the 
knowledge of the Self is conoemed, inasmuch ns without that knowledge one 
could not takio up the performance of any sacrificje at all [as a sacrifice is always 
performed with a view to some honofit expected to accrue to the Person after tin* 
denith of the physical body], it must bo regarded as necessary for the performanoo 
of all sacrifices’. — Tan/ravdrtika, Trans., p. 1078.] 



AoHiKARAijrA (9) : The hoelve ‘ DovMe Acts'" are to he 
done hy the Adhvaryu. 

SUTRA (19). 

[PCrvapak^a] — “ Inasmuch as they are spoken of under the 

NAME ‘ YAJAMANA * [‘ PeRTAININO TO THE SaCRIFICER *], THE 
ACTIONS SHOULD BE PERFORMED BY THE SaCRIFICER.” 

Bhflsya. 

There are the Darsha-Purnamflsa sacrifices, in connection with which 
twelve actions (forming Six 'Couples’) hav’^e been laid down — ‘He lets loose 
the calf ; puts the boiling pot on the fire ; — threshes the corn ; strikes the 
pestle and mortar with Shawyd ; — spreads out the flour ; puts the baking 
pans on the fire ; — bakes the cake ; heats tho clarified butter ; — brings the 
Stumbayajus and takes it up ; touches tho altar ; — girds tho loin of tho 
Sacrificer’s wife ; collects the Prokmni and also tho clarified biittcT ; — 
these are the twelve Dvawlvas (Double Acts) at th(3 DarsJui-Purimtymsa 
[Taitti. Sam. 1. G. 0. 3-4.] 

In regard to these actions, there arises the (luestion — Are these to be 
done by the Adhvaryu^ or by the Sacrificer ? 

[This doubt arises fnnn tho fact that in tho first place, every one of those acts 
is found to bo enjoined in its proper place among the acts styled ‘ Adhvaryaoa ', — 
and then sul)se((uently again they are spoken of under tho name ‘ Ydjamdna 
whc'fo it is laid down that ‘one should offer tho sacrifice only after having accom- 
plished all these acts *. As named ‘ Adhvaryava ’, they shoidd be done by the 
Adhvaryu I while as named ‘ Ydjamdna \ they should be dono by the Yajamdnat 
Sacrilicer. They cannot be done by both, like tho reciting of the mantras dealt 
with under Su. 3. 8. 17. — Bhditadipika,] 

'ITic Purvnpaksa view is that — “ Inasmuch ns they are spoken of under 
tho nayne ‘ Ydjamdna the actions should be performed by the Sacrificer ; •that 
is to say, by reason of their being given the specific name ‘ Ydjamdna \ 
it follows that they arc to be performed by the Sacrificer ; just as it is in 
t he case of actions named ‘ Polrlya ’ and ‘ Nesfrlya ’ [where by reason of 
these names, tho acts are taken ns to be performed by the Potr and the 
Neatr priests respectively] 

8UTKA (20). 

[8iddh1nta] — In reality, the Adhvaryu [shoi^ld perform them] ; 

AS HE IS engaged FOR THE PURPOSE (OF PERFORMING SUCH 
actions); as regards the Name (‘ Yajamana’), its 

INDICATION IS TO BE ACCEPTED ONLY IN SO 
FAR AS VC HAS THE SUPPORT OF 
REASON. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, the Adhvaryu should perform these actions ; because it 
is for the performance of such actions that his services are secured ; this 
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fact wo dediico from tlio Najne, inasmuch as all those details are found 
laid down in the section called " Adhvaryava * ; while what is mentioned 
in tlie section called ‘ Ydjamdna * is only the ‘ coupling ’ of the actions, — 
this ‘ coupling ’ consisting in bringing together two actions. — Now if the 
Adhvaryu wore to perform the actions, and the Sacrificor w'ere to bring them 
together, — this would be absolutely impossible. Hence what has to bo done 
is that, on the ground of its being a subordinate factor, the idea of ‘ coupling * 
has to bo sot asido (ignored), — in accordance with the principle going to be 
enunciated under Su. 12. 2. 25. — From all tbis it follows that the actions 
in question are to be ])erformod by tho Adhvaryu, 

As regards the argument that — “ on tho basis of tho Namo (‘ Ydjamdna ’, 
the actions should b<^ performed by tho Sacrificor) ”, — this has got to bo 
refuted ; and tho refutation is this : — The indication of Name is to be accepted 
only in so far as it has the support of reason ; and in this case t he only 
reasonable deduction tliat we could make from the Name ‘ Ydjamdna * 
would bo that ‘ in regard to these actions, tho Snerifieer should say to the 
Adhvaryu — these actions have to be turned into couples — please therefore do 
this and that (naming tlu^ actions under consideration). In tho case of a 
few of tho actions under consideration, the permission of the Sacrificor has 
to be obtained (by thc' AfilnHtryu)x and as regards these, thi' nans' 
^ YdjarndnaA may bo due to this fact; but even so all notion of any 
transcendental rc'sult following from this should have to bo given up. 

It. has been argued that — “as it is in tbo case of tho names ‘ potriya ’ 
and ‘ nestriya \ so should it be in tbo present ease also”. -The answea* to this 
is that in the case of the names mentioned, it is only right that the actions 
should be done by the priests indicated; b('<?auso the actions are indicated 
by the naiiK's as |)(M'taiiiing t(^ (lie [)arti<ai!a.r priests. In case in qu(*stioii 
howex'er, tho conditions arc dill’erciit — tho ‘coupling* pertains to the 
Sacrilicor, whiU' tho actions themselves pea-tain to the Adhvaryu ; hence 
there is no iuctaigruity. 



Adhtkabana (10); The Hotr-priest should recite the 
^ Karana-mantra^ assigned to the AdJwaryu. 

SUTRA (21). 


When there is an impossibility (of reoitinij both), it is the 
‘ KaRANA-MANTRA ’ THAT SHOULD BE RECITED (BY THE HoTR), 
BECAUSE OF THE PECULIAR RELATIONSHIP (BETWEEN 
THE HoTR and THE M ANTRA CONNECTED WITH 
THE AdHVARYU) ; AS FOR THE OTHER MaNTRA, 

SOMEONE ELSE, FROM AMONG THE P HIRSTS, 

MAY RECITE IT,— WHO MAY HAVE A 
SPECIAL REASON FOR DOINCJ IT. 

Bliasiia. 

At the Ji/otisfonid^ thoro is the Aynwomlfjfi nnimnl ; for the tethering 
of this aniiual there is » saeriheial l^ost, round whieli a rope is entwined; 
and in eonneelion with tliis entwining of the ropt\ there are two nuintras 
recited — one, Iw tlie AfUivaryu, whicli is th<^ ‘ Kara n<t- mantra ’ (i.e. the 
Mantra by moans of wliich <ho PJntioimntj is done), and tlio other, })y the 
Holr, whicli is descriptive of tlu^ Ii3iit wining while it is being done, — the 
former being tlio Mantra begimiing with ‘ Parhnrasi ’ ( raitti. Sam. 1. 3. 
6. 2), and the latter, the Mantra beginning with ‘ YnrdsarnsdhA (Rgveda 
3. 8. 4). — The Knndapdj/indmayana sacrifice is a ‘ modification ’ (or Ectype) 
of the Jyotistoma, and lanice it takes in the said two Manlrafi by virtue 
of the general law (that the Ectypt' is to be done in the manner of 
the Archetype) ; and in regard to the two Manfras as to bo used at this 
Kundapdyindinayana, there arises a doubt. — “ U'hat doubt can •!*j^ro bo 
(and why)?” — At this sacrifice, there is a curtaihiient of the iiumbor of 
priests bv reason ()f the declaration that at this sacrifico ‘ he who is the 
Hotr is also the Adhvaryn ’, so . that [it being not possible for the two 
Mantras to be recited simultaneously, one by tho Adhvaryii and the other 
by th(? Hotr, ns there is no Adhvaryit at all] there arises th(^ (piesrion — 
When tho Hotr (who is also the Adhvaryn) is going to recite the Mantra — 
is he to rocito the Karana -mantra whi<'h (at the Jyol'isfoma) is recited by 
the Adhvaryn (i.e. tho Mantra ‘ Parivlrafti, etc.’)? or tho other Mantra 
descriptive of the Entwining while it is being done, which (at the 
Jyolistoma) is recited by the ffotr ? 

Tho Purvapalcsa view is that “there can be no hard and fast rule on 
this point [i.e. I* is open to t Hotr to recite either the one or the other] 
The Siddhdn/a is as follows: — There being an impossibility of both beiny 
recited, it is the Karana-mantra that should be recited by the Hotr \ •that is, 
he should recite the mantra ‘ Parivlrasi, etc.’, \vhich (at the Jyotlstotna) 
is recited hf the Adhvaryu, — and not the mantra ‘ Yuvdsuvdsdh, etc,’, which 
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is descriptive of tlie Entwining being done, and which (at the Jyotiatoma) 
is recited by the Ilotr. — “Why so ? ” — Became of the peculiar relationahip 
(between the Hotr and the mantra recitetl by the Adhvaryu at the Jyotistoma ) ; 
that is to say, there are two relationships borne by the Hotr — the first one 
is his relationship to the mantras connected with the Hotr (at the Jyotistoma ), 
which relationship, in the case of the Kun^pdyindiimyaim is indirect, 
being based upon the general law (that ‘ the Ectypo is to be performed 
in the manner of the Archetype’), — ^and the second one is his relationship 
to the mantras oonnectetl with the Adhvaryu (at the Jyotistoma)^ which 
relationship is direct^ being based upon the direct assertion that ‘ at the 
KundUipdyindtruiyana^ one wlio is the Holr^ is also the Adhvaryu ’ ; — now 
this last assertion enjoins the Hotr, directly, to perform the functions of the 
Adhvaryu ; and this perceptible Injunction is more autlioritative than the 
one inftTrod (on the basis of the general law relating to the Archetype and 
the Ectype). — From all Ihis it follows that the Hotr should recite the 
Karana-mantra, ‘ Parimrasit etc.’, which is connected with the Adhvaryu, 
Question — “Who then would recite the mantra (" Yuvdsuvdsdh, etc.’) 
whi(?h is connected with the fTotr, and the n^citing of which by the Hotr 
is im])OSsible under the circumstances ? ” 

Answer —As for the other mantra, someone else, from aynong the priests, 
would recite it, who may have a special reason for doing it. That is to sa>s 
another priest, an assistant of the Hotr, may recite the other mantra, — any 
of them who may not b(? otherwise? engaged at the time or to whom some 
sort of predoTviinance might attach at. the time. 



Adhikasai^a ( 11 ): One who does the * Directing' is different 
from one who carries out the directions. 

SUTRA (22). 

The Directings are to be done by a different person, because 

DIRBCTIONS ABE ALWAYS ADDRESSED TO OTHERS. 

Bhd^ya. 

There are the Dartthn-Purnamdsa sat*rifiees ; in connection witli these 
tlio act of Directing has been laid down, — such directing for instance as — 

‘ Bring the water -vessels ; — place fuel and grass ; — cleanse the Sruka ; — - 
gird up the loin of the Sacrificer’s wife ; — come up with clarified butter \ 

In connection with these directions, there arises the question — Is the 
person doing the directing the same as the one tliat does the acts directiid 
to be done ? Or is the director different from the person carrying out the 
directions ? 

The PurvapaTcaa view is as follows : — “ The person directing and the 
person carrying out the directions aro one and the same. — Why so ? — Because 
of the name [* Adhvarynva ’ under which both are included ; hence both 
the acts are to bo done by the Adhvrtryn ^, — ‘ But the directing of one’s own 
self is most incongruous.’ — The answer to this is that it will not be a 
dhection; we shall explain the Imperative Ending (fjof) as expressing the 
idea that the time for the action denoted by the root has arrived [i.e. the 
sentence ‘ bring the water-vessels ’ means ‘ it is time for the vessels to be 
brought lip ’]. — Says the Opponent — ‘ Even if the idea expressed be that 
Hie time has arrived, the use of the Second. Person (in the verb) is 
restricted to the presence of such correlatives as ‘ you ’ and the lUic ; and 
certainly there can be no mixing up of the First with the Second rA’son 
— ^The answer to this is as follows— The Second Person is restricted to the 
presonccw of such correlatives of ‘ you ’ only when the idea of ‘ \’^ou ’ is 
meant to be expressed ; for instance, when the idea meant to be expressed 
is that ‘the time for your doing the act has arrived’, then alone the verb 
is to be used in the Second Person, — and it does not take either the First or 
the Third Person. When however all that is meant to be expressed is that 
‘ the time for doing the action has arrived ’, — and not ‘ your doing ’, or 
‘mi/ doing’, — then the verb is not to take the Second Person, simply in 
accordance with the presence of such correlative w^ords as ‘ you * and the 
like. — Nor is it possible for both those ideas to be meant to be expressed 
at the same time — tliat ‘ th^ time for the action has arrived ’ and that ‘ it 
is time for your doing it ’ ; — a., this would involve a syntactical split. Thus 
then there are only two possibilities — (1) the fact of the time for action 
having arrivixl being already known, the idea intended to be conveyed 
may be tha^ ‘ it is your time to do the act ’, — or (2) the idea of ‘ your time * 
being already known, the idea, intended to bo conveyed is that ‘ it is time 
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for tho doing of act’. — ^Now what is required to bo declared (by a 

Vodic Injunction) is the time for tho doing of tho act, — not tho time of ‘ you ’ ; 
there is a useful purpose s(Tved )>y tho romembrance of tho time for action ; 
— it is already' known tJiat ‘ tho action is to bo done * [hence there is some 
use in speakiiig of the lime for it]; the object ‘you’, on the other hand, 
is not known as that ‘ it is to l)o done — From all this it follows that, on 
the basis of Name, the Adhvaryu alone is to do tho directing as also to carry 
out the direction.” 

In answ(*r to this wo hav^e the following Siddhiirda : — The |)erson doing 
tho directing should bo different from one who carries out the direction. — 
Why ? -Jk’cause dircctinits are aheays memit for others ; as a matter of fact, 
a direction can be addressed only to another ])e!-son, nexer to one's own 
self. — “ We have already ex|)lainod that tho words would Jtieati that ‘ the 
time has arrived’." — Our answer to that is that so long as it is possible 
for the Jinperatixe word to he taluai as a <lireeti()n. it cannot be right to 
take il as ox])r(*ssiiig the idea, tliat ‘ <h(‘ lime lias arrived ’ ; because in this 
latter case it has to be held that the idea of ‘ \ou though clearly com- 
prehended, is not meani lo t‘X|.)re.ss(‘d. In tho ease in ([uestion we find 
that it is possible to take the word as a dircA'tion ; hence il must V)e a 
direction; — and if it is a direction, then it is (‘stablished that xvhat is 
directed to he dom^ is something diffiTcnt [anrl should he done by another 
person]. 



Adhikarana (12) : The ‘ DirecMmf and the ^carrying out of 
the Direction'' are to he done hy the Adhmryu and 
the Agnidh respectively. 

8UTKA (23). 

[Purvapaksa] — “The Adhvaryf should carry out the 

DIRECTIONS ; AS THIS IS SHOWN (RY VeDTC TEXTS).” 

Aftor tho conclusion arrived at in th(' foregoing Adhikarana, there arises 
the furtlicr ([uostion — Ts the Adhrarf/ii to direrf tlie Afjnldh ? Or llio Aqnidh 
is to direct the Adhvaryii ? 

Tlio apparent view appears to bo that a.s nothing is specifically laid down, 
there can be no restriction as to who should direct whom. 

As against this prima facie view, wo have tho following Purvapaksa : — 
“ Tho Adhcaryn should be the person wlio carries out tho direction why ? 
— ^because this is shown by Vedic texts ; wo have the following text indicative 
of tlie same conclusion — " Tiryancham sphyam dhdrayU, yadanvahchain 
dhdrayet vajro vai sphyo iKijrerba adhvaryum ksininta ’ [‘Ho should hold 
the Sjjhya obliquely ; if ho holds it horizontally, the Sphya, being tho thunder- 
bolt, he would destroy tho Adhraryu with tho thundorbolt ’] (cf. Taitti. Bra. 
3. 2. 10. 1) ; this passage shows that tho Sphya is in the liand of the person 
who does the directing; and the assertion that ‘he destroys the Adhvaryu 
with the thundorbolt ’ indicates the Adhraryu to be other than the person 
directing. From this it follows that it is tho Agnldh who should diioct the 
AdhvaryiiJ*'* 


SUFRA (24). 

[SiddhantaI — In reality the term [‘Adhvaryu’, oixmjrring in 

THE text quoted IN CONNE(^TI()N WITH THE ‘ SpHYA ’J IS TO BE 
TAKEN IN THE FIGURATIVE (INDIRECT) SENSE [AS STAND- 
IN(; FOR THE ‘ AgnIDH ’ PuIESTJ, — ON THE BASIS OF 
THE SIMILARITY OF THEIR FUNCTIONS. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the Agnidh does tho dirccti}nj, and the Adhvaryu 
carries out the direction ” • the right view is that the Adhi'aryu should 
direct tho Agnhih ; as in tliia vay tho directing as well as the carrying otU of 
the direction would he done hy the Atthraryn [in the sense th^t the carrying 
out of tho direetieii being ilonc' iinfl(*r his flirection, it can be reg^hrded as 
done by himself, though indirectly [; and. this would be in keeping with the 
name ‘ Aditvaryafki ’ [under wdiich l)oth the acts are included |. In this 
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way then the Adhvaryu would bo the predominant person. — “ Where would 
his predominance lie ? ” — ^It lies in the fact that everything is to be done 
by him, on the basis of the Name (‘ Adhvaryava ’). — ^As regards the argument 
that “ wo find the Adhvaryu actually spoken of (in the text just quoted, 
regarding tlie holding of the Sphya) as the person carrying out the 
directions ”, — our answer to this is that it is true that we find him so spoken 
of ; but when we come to think of it, wo do not find any authority for the 
Adhvaryu being regarded as tlie person carrying out the directions (given 
by others); hence this view must be wrong; in fact, a view in support of 
which there is no authority, must bo treated as an illusion ; e.g. the notion 
in regard to shell that it is silver , — On the other hand, there is authority 
for the view that the Agntdh is the person to carry out the directions (given 
by the Adhvaryu)-, hence the Agnvdh is the worker; and in the text quoted 
(in connection with tho holding of the Sphya), the term ^adhvaryu ’ is really 
found to l.)c used in the sense of the woricer (and not of the Adhvaryu Priest), 
and hence in a figurative sense: so that it is the Agnldh priest who is spoken 
of ns ‘ A dh vary a ’ on the ground that ho is the person who will work out 
the details laid down in tho Adhvaryava sec'tiou of the \'eda (under the 
direction of the Adhvaryu), From all this it follows that tlu» directing is 
th<' function of the Adhvaryu and thf» carrying out of tliose directions is 
tlic function of tlie Agnldh, 



Adhikarana ( 13) : The results spoken of in the ^ Karmm- 
Tnantras ’ accrue to the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (25). 

[PC^rvapak^a] — “ The result spoken of in the ‘ Karana-mantras ’ 

ACCRUES TO THE PrIEST ; AS THEN ALONE CAN THE MENTION 
OF IT SEIJVE A USEFUL PURPOSE. 

Bhdsjja. 

Ill connection with the Darfdin-Vumamdsa, we read — ' Mamdfjne varcho 
vihavesvaMu — iii purramagnm qrhndti ’ [‘ Saying - 0 Ayni, may glory he mine 
in contefits — he first takes hold of the Fire’] (Taitti. Sam. 4. 7. 14. 1). 
JNydyarnftlaiustara explains the meaning as ‘ may that reward be mine 
whioJi is endowed with tlu*. glory of exoollont oblations The translation 
has ado])tcd the meaning assigned to the mantra in the Bhdsya itself — see 
below. I 

Tn regard to this, there arises the ([uestion — Th(‘ reward that is asked 
for, — does it accrue to the Priest or to the Sacrificer ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Tt pertains to the Adhmryu 
Priesl only. — ^ViHiy ? — Because this view is in keeping with the direct 
meaning of tiie text ; any other view would nocossitate the attributing of 
an indirect meaning to the text, — i.e. the self of the speaking Priest (expressed 
by tho word ‘ma?na ‘mine ’) would have to be taken as standing for the 
Sacrificer, From this it follo^vs that what is asked for is a reward accruing 
to the Priest. — ‘ What would be the meaning of tlie text in that case ? * — 
I’he sense is — ‘ If the Fire is hold in this pierce of fuel, the performance of 
the sacrifice will be possible, and thence, al all contests, in ali«ca|fes of 
competition, T shall be glorious ’ ; — this is an assertion made by the 
AdhvaryUn and tJiereb;;" he becomes encouraged.” 


SUTRA (26). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it acjcrues to the Master (Sacrificer), — 

BECAUSE IT IS FOR HIS SAKE [THAT THE ACTION 

IS performed]. 

Bhdsyn, 

The reward si)oken of occ# aes to the Sacrificer, because it is for his sake 
that the action is performed ; as a matter of fact, the entire s|icrifice, along 
with all its accessories and subsidiaries, is performed for the sak^ of the 
Sacrificer,— as is clear from the particular (Aonanepada) ending [in the 
injunctive word yajela ’ contained in tlie injunction ‘ Jyotistomma 
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svargdkdnw yajeta ‘ Desiring iieaven, one should perform the Jyotiatonia 
sacrifice *]. As a matter of fact, the purpose for which the sacrifice along 
with its accessories is performed is the accomplishment of the result desired 
by the Sacrificer, — not the glory or fame of the Adhvaryu, however well 
©quipped the latter may be. — “ What if that is so ? ” — If that is so, then 
the mention of the Result indicates that the Result should be brought about 
(worked for) ; that is to say, in the case in question, the fact that the 
AnvadJiana (Supplementary Laying) of the Fire should bo performed 
becomes indicated by the mantra cited, only if it speaks of a result accruing 
to the Sacrificer, — not if it only speaks of the glory of the Adhvaryu priest. — 
From this it follows that what is asked for in. the mantra is a result accruing 
to the Sacrificer. 

Question — “ In that case, why sliould not the mantra be recited b^' the 
Sacrificer himself ? ” 

Answer — lly virtue of the turmr A dhvaiyaca'), the Supplementary 
Laying (Anrad/idna) of the T^re is a function of the Adhvaryu; — and as 
this Su pple^nentary lAiyinfj of Fire is done by means of the said mantra, 
the mantra also comes to l)o regartkd as ^ AdhvnryavaA (i.e. recited l)y the 
Adhvaryu); and it is the Adhvaryu that is referred to in the mantra (by 
the term ^ mama\ ‘mine’); hence it is that the mantra is recited l)y the 
AdJmiryu, In the phrase ‘may glory be Jiiino it is the sacrificeFs glory 
that is spok(^n of (by the Adhvaryu) as ‘mine’, figuratively; just as though 
the victory in a battle has accrued to the king, yet the soldiers sptfak of 
it as ‘ our victoiy *. 

SUTRA (27). 

Also because we ri:Nri) iNDKwnoNs to the same effect. 

Jihdsya. 

There is an indicative text also, pointing to the same conclusion. — 
Ther* ft the text — ‘ Yam vai kdhehana ftvija dshisamdshdsate yajamdnasya 
eva sd ’ [‘ Whatever benediction the Priests ask for, it verily accrues to the 
Sacrificer ’1 — ^^vhero it is shown that the benediction is for the Sacu ificer, 
— ^For this reason also wo declare that the result that is spoken of ac(?riios 
to the Sacrificer. The purpose served (by this mention of the reward) is 
exactly as pointed out in the Furvapaksa [i.e. it serves to encourage the 
porsoi 1 concerned ]. 



Adhlk ARANA. ( 14 ) : Such results spoken of in the ^ Karana- 
mantras'^ as are helpful in the ji^^formance accrue 
to the Priest. 

SUTRA (2S). 

ThK result that is IIKLrFX'L IN TIIK PKHFOHiMANCE ArCRT^ES TO THE 
Priest ; as even so, it serves the n rpose of the Sa(hxifi(h:h. 

Bhf7.^i/a . 

It lias boon understood tliat tlie results spoken of in Ihe ^ Kararui- 
7 na}ifrftf{' acerno to tlio Saerifieei*. The <jiiostion that arises now is — Is this 
the universal rule [Is it always so J ? — The answia* is — No; ii\ some cases, 
the result spoken of accrues to the Priests; — i.o. in lhos(^ cases whore the 
result in ((ueslion is hcl]3ful in the ]>erfornuinco ; for instance, there is 
the inanlra — ‘ Aqnfivisnu 77idvakrmni§am vijihnthdm 7ndmd santdplmn (Taitti. 
Sam. 1. 1. 12. 1). I'riiis tnanfni is n^eitetl at the Ihtrshtt-Bdrnamdsa, 
by the Adhvnnfu, while he is holding ni'ar his navel Ihe two Ladli's Hllcd 
with (‘larihed butter; the meaning of 1h(» nundra is ‘O Agni-Visnu, in 
the sha])e of the two Ladles, by holding you near my nav(‘l, 1 have 
not failed in my duty towards you, — may you not b(^ separated from me, 
and may you also save mc' from becoming subject to heat and suffering *. j - 
Jlere, the result spoken of freedom from the effcrf.s of heat; now if this 
r«*sult accrues t(» the Affhrarj/tf Hriest. and h(‘ does not suffer from h(‘at, 
then he can perform his functions at the sacrifice' in the pniper manner, 
and the propt*r jierformance of the sacrifico thus secured is beneficial to tlie 
Sacriticer. — 'Thus in this case the result spoken of is one that ar^*i-ucs to 
the i^riest. 


SUTRA (29). 

Also where 'fhere is a direct assertion [to that effect], 

Jihdsya. 

Also in a case where there is a direct assertion to that effect, the result 
is to bo taken as accruing to the IMests. — ^For instance [at the Jyotistoma'l 
under the southern Havirdhdna Cart, there are four one-span-mouthed holes, 
removed from each other by or'^ Pradesha (six inches) [joined together at the 
bottom] ; — the Adhvaryu puts liis hands into those, and says to the Sacrificer 
‘What is there in this ? *, — the other (i.e. the Sacrificer) says ‘ l^rospeijty ’ ; — 
then the Adhvaryu says — ‘ May it accrue to both of us together [Th(^e 
questions answers are embodied in the uimitra ‘ Kmutlra — bJiadram — 
iiinnan saha which occurs in Taitti. Saih. 1. 3. 2. 1.] — ^Now'^ hero we find 
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that there is a direct assertion to the effect that the result spoken of 
(Prosperity) accrues to the Adhvaryu as well as the Sacrificer ; — the phrase 
‘ iannau saha ’ clearly referring to both the persons, the Adhvaryu and the 
Sacrificer. Consc(puniily it has to bo admitted that in this case the result 
spok(»n of accrues to the Adhmryu (also). 



AnHiKABAijTA (15): The ‘Emhellishtnents’ of substances 
subserve the purposes of the Primary as well as 
the Subsidiary Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (30). 

The Embbijashment of a substance appertains to aij. sacrifices ; 

AS THEBE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE CONTEXT. 

[The cases of conflict among Direct Assertion, Jiitlicative Power and the rest 
having been dealt with, it is now going to be shown that the coiielusions arrived 
at are applicable not only to Primary Sacrifices, Imt also to their Siibsiiliaries and 
Modifications.] 

Bhdsya. 

Tn connection with the Darsha-Purtmmdmy thoro have been laid down 
many details relating to (preparatory of) the Grass, and others relating to 
tlie Altar. 

In regard to those, there arises the cpiestion — Do these subserve the 
purposes of (are lielpful to) the Primary as well as its subsidiaries ? Or 
of tlie Primary only ? 

The Plirvapakm view’ is that — “ by virtue of the Context, they should 
be helpful to the Primary only 

The Siddhdnta is that it is not so ; the Embellishment of substances 
subserves the purposes of the Primary as well as its subsidiaries, as has been 
already explained above (under Sfi. 3. 7. I et scq.), [Though this has boon 
already explained before, yet] it has been brought- in here as leading up to 
w’hat follows. 

[According to the TaiUravdrtika, what is said here relates to the Primary 
and its Modifications; it remarks that wdiat has been said before, under 3. 7. 
1 et seq.^ is^that the details appertain to the Primary as well as its subsidiancn ; 
and the present Sutra has been introducc<l simply for the purpose of showing that 
the same ^conclusion holds good regarding the Modifications also.- From the last 
sentence of the Bhdsya also it is clear that the reiteration of the conclusion is meant 
to bo introductory to what follows, — and what follows is the connection of the 
Details of the Primary with its Modifications — not subsidiaries ; so that the present 
Adhikaratfa should really bo taken in the way in which the Tantravdrtika has takt ii 
it. — Tt is curious, that the wording of the Sutra is clearer than that of the Bhdsya, 
as therein it is clearly stated that they are for ‘ all sacrifices \ which includes tho 
Primary, its subsidiaries as well as its Modifications^] 



Admikarana (16) : The details peculiar to the Primary 
do not find place in its ‘ Modification \ 

SUTRA (31). 

Inasmuch as they are laid down as relatino specifically 
TO THE Primary Orkhnal, they should have no 

LH.ACE IN the ‘ MODIFICATION 

In colirsa of tlio Jt/ofisfomn tiioro is the Affnlsoniif/a Animal [tho auitrial 
(ladioatecl and saoriliood to Agfii-Somal, tlio sacrificing (^f which is laid down 
in tlu^ loxt-— ‘ Vo frd'.^ilo ywiatimsomliinm pashuuMlahhate' |.‘ On being 
initiaf(‘d, the man sacrifices the .uiifiial dedicated to .Agni-Soma’l (Tiiitti. 
Sarh. (>. 1. II. ^>) ; in cnnn(H*tiofi with I ho killing of this animal, we rotid 
‘ /ir7/7<Asv7 yupdm dJt/Pnff yu jxiwaunlf) ^ ['ITe covers llie pit of 
tlio Post with grass; he anoints the Post, with clarified butter’). 

In regard to this latter, there, aristas the ([uostion — Should the details, 
laid down in coiinoetion with the (I rasa and (Itu'ijial IhiUcr used at the 
Primary Original Saeritieo {Darsha-L^unwmnsn), be |)erforniod in comaxition 
witli tho Grass and Glarified Rutter used for covcTiug the ])it and anointing 
tluj Post at the ‘ Modi tica tor v Sacrifice’ (Ayulsomlya) ? — or not? 

'riio rufvnpnkm \'iew is as follows: — “They should be performed at 
the Modification. -W'hy ? -— The scaittaiee that- lays down the d(‘fails i?i 
question (in connection with th<‘ Primary), lays thtau <lown for all grass 
and all clarified butler ;--thal sente.ne<' is ap|)li(Mble to ilu^ .AfodifaMtion 
also, ])y the gcmeral law (that. ‘ tlu^ M<Klitieatiou is to be perh)rmed in the 
manner of the Primary Original’); — nor are th(‘ t/m-sw and (Umifiod /JiU/rr 
used it- the Modification useless; --Iwaaje it follows that- the said details ari^ 
to be i)erformed in connection with these latter also.” 

Tho Skldhdntu, in answer to this, is as follows : — IniiHtmicIi <is they 
are laid doivn an relatiny sprcl ft rally to the Primary Orkjuiah they should have 
ao place in the Mod if trail on. As a matter of fact, tho details in qii(‘stion 
have l^ecn laid down in relation to tho Primary Original, at which they 
help in the fulfil niimt of what is done with the Grass and tho dhirificd 
Butter, at that Primary Saerifict*. Those details akme of the Primary 
Original are transferred (o fhe ‘ Modification ’ which are of usc» in th(j latter 
[and not all tho details of the Primary |. Put what tho general law (relating 
to Modifications) requires (for its operation) is the Primary Original itself 
(whose procedure the law transfers to tho Modification), and not its details; 
because what is transfijrrod by tho gt^neral law (to tho Modification) is the 
fjenerrd outline of tho Primary, and not tho details. [For if all tho details 
of the ‘Primary were to come into tho Modification, IIkmi tho rosiilt would 
bn that the Primary Sacrifice would como to bo performed all over again* 
— says f,b(? Tnntravdrlika,] 
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Further, a detail cannot be syntactically connected with one tiling, 
even though it be in close proximity to it, — when it is known to be 
appurtenant to something else, — at least so long as it is possible to connect 
it with that something else ; for insttmee, in the case of the expression 
‘ Bharyd — rdjnah — puniso — devadattasya ’ [whore it being known that the 
‘ bhdryn ’ ‘ wife spoken of is that of Devadatta, wo cannot connect that 
word with '‘rdjnah' ‘of the king --even though the two words are in 
juxtaposition I ; — when such connection is not possible betw’oen two things 
in juxtaposition, how much less possible is it, my friend, in the case where 
the things are remote from one another ? — In the case in question the 
accessory character of the details is recognised only in relation to Ihe 
Primary Original ; and it is mere transference that is ilone in connection with 
the Modification. If the details were all to come into the Modification, then 
it would be necessary also t<j, establish their accessory character (in relation 
to the Modification) ; and all the required details in tliat case would be 
common to the Primary and the Modification, and there would be no 
occasion for any uha or alteration in the details (in consideration of the 
exigencies of the Modification) ; — furtlKT mantras would be adoi)ted in 
accordance with the indicatives that might be found in each case ; and 
there would be no room for any such specilication of details as ' they offer 
the omentum at the ^Torning Extraction, the (Jake at the ^lulday Extrac- 
tion’, — or as ‘The Father does not increase, nor the Mother, nor the Kin, — 
it is Prana alone — From all this it follows tliat the details should be 
performed at the Modification only through those things through wliicli they 
have been performed at the Primary Original ; — now, there is no ‘ cox oring 
of the pit of the Post’ at the Oriuinal Sacrifice, nor tlu^ “anointing of 
the Post * [through and to which the details regarding the (trass and the 
Bailor could have been performed at the Original); consequently it follows 
tliat those details of the Original Sacrifice cannot be performed at the 
Modification (Afjtusomiyn ), — being related specifically, as they are,jto that 
Primary Original. * 



Adhikaeana (17X: The ‘ Vidhrtis’’ and the ‘Pavitras’ 
are not to he made out of the Grass got for spread- 
ing oner the Altar ; — they may he made out 
of the ‘ Parihhqjanlya ’ Grass. 

SUTRA 

In view ok a V kuio declaration, there would be an 

IMPOSSIBILITY ; hence THE OTHER CASES MUST REMAIN 
HNDEFINED. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darshn-Pflrnamdsa, we rtuul (a) "Soman apravh’ 
chhinndqmu ftarhhau pmdvshamdtmn. pavifre ku^'ot/P ; end again (6) " A mini- 
mdtre vidhrte larnli' K^/) 'lie makes two Parlfras oi two pieces of Knsha- 
grass, six inchi's in keigtli, eijnel and with their ti])s uncut \ (b) ‘ He make? 
two VId/iril.s of two pi<*ces of Kiisha-grass, IS inelies long.’ | 

In r(*gard to tin's then^ aris<‘,s Ha* (piestion — Are the; Poriiras and lh« 
Vtdhrlts Tnad(’ out of the grass that has been got for spreading over the 
Altar ?— or out of some other grass ? 

'Pho PTirvapnlcsn view is t hat - “ they should he made out of the gras.s 
got for spreading o\'cr th(» altar. Why so?’ Ih*caiise it is that gi'as.*. 
which has been spoken of in the Context, and the purilical or\' dtitails also 
appertain e(|ually to all kinds of grass; — hence the Paoilras and tin 
V'idhrllii should bo m.ade out of the same grass ”. 

In answer to this, the Siddfulnia is as follows They should be made 
out of other grass. — ‘‘ W hy ? " Ik'eauso of impossibility.--^ How' is the^^ 
an impossibility ?”- 1’hero is a Vedii^ declaratiofi to the effect that ‘Ho 
spreads the grass over tlu> altar thrice or five times ’ ; if this spread huj is 
done i^i this rnaniKT, how could a.ny Vidhrli or Pnrifra ho made out of tlie 
grass that is so spread out ? Ft is, in fact, nol possible that oms and 
the sam(3 grass should he used for spreadinfi and also for making the 
Vidhrli and the Pavltrci. 'I’hus then there would ho two mutiK'lly incom- 
patilile statements -( 1 ) the direct declaration (regarding the spri'ading of 
the grass over the altar three or live times) and (2) the statennent that si^voral 
uses could bo made out of that same grass. — From this it fol low's that the 
Vidhrii and the Pavitra should not Fie made out of the gi'ass got for 
sjiroading over the altar. 

“ Ff not out of that, then wlienco ? ” — 

Well, as regards tlio uses of grass (other than tlio spreading over the 
Altar), it would always remain undefined as to ^vhich particular grass is to 
Fjo used ; or it may bo done out of tFie (fross named ‘ Paribhojanlifo ’, whicFi 
is there. 



Adiiik ABAJ^TA ( 18) : The ‘ keeping ’ is to be done of that 
same Cake and other things which have been spoken 
of and used at the sacrifice. 

.SUTRA (33). 

The ‘kkepino’ is to he of a portioh (of what ha.s been rsEr) at 
THE sacrifice): as in that case, there is connection 

OF WIIAT IS AEUKAOY THERE. 

Bhdsya. 

Jn coiinoelion with the Jyotistomn wo roiiil — ‘ Purodas/iashaLftlain. 
atndrtimyavatstfa pCtire nidadhiHij dhfnul dshrinapnlre, jjnynsynm fualfrd- 
Vftninajmtre^ [' fTe keep.s the oak<‘-pioe(‘ in the Aivtfmrdyum xessel, the 
fried l)ar]e^' in tlu' Ashvhm voss(^l, and th<* Pfty'tsyn iti the* Mfiifruraruntt 
vessel ’ |. 

In regard to this, then* arises the tjU(*stion — Ari^ these, to be k(‘pt nut of 
the' suhstaneev' that have? I)ee*n usc'd at the saoritie*e‘. ? Or out of others ? 

'r.ho Piinutpahsa vieav is tliat — “according to the principlo e)f tlie* 
feiregoiiig AdhiJenrana, tlicy should bo kept eait of substances otl.uT than 
those used at tho sacrifice ”, 

In answer to this, the Skldhdnla is that Ihe keejnny iff lo he oj tt 
portion of has hem vsed at ihe sarrijice ; — why V-- -because) 'in that case 

there is connection of what is already there, 'Fhat is to say, tlio Cakt^, the 
Fi’iod Harley and tlio Ourds b(‘ing alre'ady tliere), tho most re^a.sonaldej 
course* is that what is to bo done should bt^ done in cejunoedioii with those, 
not in ceHiiioction with othe'r substane;os. — Another reas('>n for tho same' 
conedusioii is that the ‘ eirilxdlishinent ’ (I)rought about by tlio ‘kee*ping’) 
must {ijipertahi to tlio (Aike* anel other sub.stancos, not of the Aindra- 
vayarn and otlu'r vessels.- - Why V ” — ^IHecau.se. wo find tho Accusative 
ending in tho wejrds denoting those substances. — Tht'u eigain, the hrt^rt^ent 
(embellishnuxit) tJiat is perce.*ive*d (in tho (^ake, ete*.) is that brejught about 
by tho " keepiny of a portion’, not by ce>nnectie)n with tin* AindracCiyava 
anel otlie-r vessels. -Lastly, it is exily wheai the ‘ koe*ping ’ is done? e)Ut of 
the* substances used at the sacrifice that there is some good done to those 
substiuices. — For these reasejiis, the ‘keeping’ should be done in refer- 
ene-*G to tho substances used at tlio sacrifie*e. — This shoulel not lie open 
te) t-lie) objection that “ this involves tho enjoining (of the keepiny) of what 
has b(*on aJroadj'^ enjoined (as to be offered into Fire), and also the anomaly 
of one and tlio same thing occuxwiiig tiie iiosition of several kinds of 
subsorvdence ” ; — because tho piece offered into the l^’ire would be entirely 
difforciit from the piece that is ‘ disposed of ’ (by being kept in the 
vessels). 



Adhikarana ( 19 ) : The ^silence'* enjoined in connection 
with the ^ Kdmya L^tis ’ serves the purposes of the 
Principal Sacrifice only. 

SUTRA (34). 

[PCTrvapaksa] — ‘‘The accessory detail performed in connection 

WITH THE ‘ Modification ’ should serve the purposes of 
ALI i, — JUST LIKE THAT LAID DOWN IN CONNECTION WITH 

THE Original Primary.” 

Bhd>^ya. 

Wo havo the following text — ‘ yajndtharvanam vai kdnryd isfayah 
td updmahu kartavydh * [‘ Tlio with a jjurpose pertain to the Sacrificial 
Athan?an, — tliey should bo performed silent ly (iiiaiidibly) ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this silence to 

be helpful in the Prineij)al ns well as the Subsidiary ? or in the Principal 
only ? 

Tho Purvapaksa view’ is that — “ the accessory detail performed in 
connection with the ‘ Modification ’ should serve the purposes of all , — i.o. of 
all Principals and all Subsidiaries; as there is no discrimination, — -jnsl like 
that laid down in connection ivilh the Original Primary ; that is, just as (under 
SO. 3. 7. I et seq.) it has been decided that tho details enjoined regarding 
the Altar and those regarding the Clarified Butter appertain to (and are 
helpful at) tlie Prinfupal as well as the Subsidiari(>s, -so should it be in the 
present case also 


, ' SUTRA (35). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it serves the purposes ofthic Principal 
Sacrifice only ; as it has not been enjoined in cc/Nnec- 
tion with the Subsidiary at all. 

Bhdsya. 

The particular detail in question (i.o. silence) obsorv^ed at the subsidiaries, 
should be regarded as serving the purposes of the Principal Sacrifice. — If 
it w^ere tak('n as being for all tho sacrifices, it could be so taken only by 
.setting aside the indication of the ‘ Context ’ (whereby it should be restricted 
to the Principal only), on tho strength of ‘ Syntactical Connection * whicli 
connects the silenco with the Principal as w'ell as the subsidiaries. But 
w'o find that in the present case the ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ has been 
quaUfitxi by the qualifying adjunct ‘ Istis with a purpose ’ ; and as a matter 
of fact it is the Principal Sacrifices that are ‘ with a purpose ’ (i.e. with a 
view' to attaining certain rewards), and the subsidiiiries only serve the 
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purpose of helping the Principals (in the fulfilment of the purpose of the 
latter) [and they do not serve any independent purposes of their own, not 
bringing any rewards apart from those brought about by the Principals], 
and for this reason, what is laid down (‘silence’) cannot be regarded as 
enjoined in connection with the subsidiary at all ; because what is meant 
to be related to the procedure of silence is only that sacrifice which has 
been enjoined as bringing about a desirable result [which alone can bo called 
^ Kdmya Is ti\ ' Isti, or sacrifice, with a purpose'].— Yrom. this it follows 
that the ‘ silence ’ is meant to serve the purj>oses of the Principal Sacrifice 
only. 



Adhikarana (20) : The ‘ butter^ is to he used as ^djya ’ 
at the subsidiaries of the Shyena sacrifice. 

SUTKA (36). 

On acjcount of itir impossibility (of its beino used at the 
Principal Sacrifice), it should be used at its subsidiaries : 

SPECIALLY BY REASON OF THE PECULIAR CONNECTION. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill connection witli tlie Shyena sacrifice, we read — ‘ Drfinaranltamfljyarn ’ 
[‘ The Ajya to lie iisi'd is the Butter stored in a- leather liag ’. 

In regard to this, tliore arises the question — Is this Butter to t)e used 
at the Prineipal (Shyena) saeritiee itself ? Or at its subsidiaries ? 

The Hflvrapak'sa \ i<'w is tliat— ' it is to be used at tlie Principal 
Sacrifice; liocanse the Coiilext pertains to that ; hence on tlu' strength of the 
liijunetion, it is tla^ Principal Sacrifice that should be performed with 
Butter as the substaiu^e used 

In answer to this we liave the following Shfdhdnta : — 0)1 account of the 
impofi.sibility of //.s* heiny used at the Principal sacrifice, if should he used at 
its subsidiaries, — i.(\ at the subsidiaries of the Shyena sairrifiei'. — " Why 
should there ]jo an •impossibility’ (of its being list'd at the Principal 
itself) ? ” — Because the substance actually used at the Principal is tlie 
Sfmia-Juice [the Shyena being a 'modification ’ of the ,/yofistonta]. — “ But on 
account of the Injunction (under eonsidciration), Butter would be tlio sub- 
stance used at it”.— -The meaning of the Injunction is not that ' Butter 
is to be used at the aS7i lyenr/ -but that “At the 8hvena, the Ajya to be 
used is Butter * ; so that what is enjoined is the jieculiar relationship (of 
ori^in^ I and. substitute) hctwocn 'Ajya'* and ‘Butter’,- and the eonnoction 
betw('(Mi the 'Ajya'* and the Shyena sacrifice is only referred to. Asa matter 
of fact, howev(*r, there is no direct connection betweiai the Shyena. nnd 
the ‘ Ajya ’ ; while tliero is a direct coniu-ction between the ^^Ajya ’ and 
the subsidiaries of the Shyena. So that the use of th(^ ‘ Butter ’ must be 
taken to be enjoined in reference to (i.e. in the ])la(*e of) the ‘ Ajya *, 
at that sacrifice with which the Ajya has had some oomioction ; this is 
what is meant fiy tlie phrase (in the Sutra). ‘ specially by reason of the peculla/r 
proximity (connection) ’. 


SUTRA (37). 

“ 'FhE same may BE THE CASE WITH FiRE-LAYING ”, — IF THIS 'BE 
URGED (then THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING STTTRA). 

* Bhdsya. 

The following view may bo taken — “ If Presh Butter is t<^ be used at the 
subsiiliaries of the Shyena, then it would also be used at the Pavanidna 
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Istis performed in connection with Fire-hiying ; because these Isttfi also 
are helpful to the Shyena, the Shyena being performed in the Fire con- 
secrated by means of those Is tiff (so that in this sense these 1st is would bo 
‘ subsidiaries of the Shyena ’ ; consequently Ihitter should ha\*e to ))e used 
at these Istis also] 

SUTRA (3S). 

That cannot be ; because these (Tstls) j)o not appear in the 

CONTEXT OF THE ShyEINA, AND THE FACT OF ONE ACT BEINt; 

SUBSIDIARY TO THE OTHER DEPENDS UPON THAT [l.E. ITS 
APPEARINC IN THE CONTEXT OF THE LATTER |. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, neither the Pacmnana Isfis, nor ev'on Piro-Iaying 
are found mentioned in the Coidext of the Shyena . — “What then?” — If 
it is so, then there is no direct- connection between Fire-layiny and Shyena , — 
the ‘ Laying ’ being of the Fire, and the Fire being connocted with tJie 
Shyena ; so that t here could bo no rt^ason for Butter being used among 
the substances used at the Paramdna fstls (which are performed at the 
Fire-taying ). — The mere fact of the Ijnying being of use to the Firc's does 
not make the Laying a sul>sidiar>’ to tlie Shyena] th(‘re would be a ground 
for regarding it as a subsidiary to it only if such were the indication 
of anyone of the six means of knowledge, ‘ (^.aitext ' and the rest. (And 
sinc(? there is no such ground] therefore it follows that there is no (ionuection 
between the Shyena and the Laying (of Fire), (and then' is no reason for 
Butter being used at the Laying of Fire|. 



ADiiiKARAijrA (21) : Butter is to he used as ‘ Ajya ’ at all 
subsidiaries of the Shyena. 

StJTRA (39). 

[POrvapak^a] — [“ The Butter should be used] only at the time 
[of Juice -Extraction] ; because we find indications 
to that effect. 


The question that arises now is — Ts the Butter to be used at only 
those subsidiaries of the Shyena which are performed at the time of Juice- 
Extraction ? Or at all subsidiaries of the Shyena ? 

The Punnpakm vw.w is as follows: — “It should be used at only those 
subsidiaries that are performed at the time of the Juice-Extraction, because 
we find indicMions to that effect. For instance, wo have the text — ‘ Saha 
pashiindlabhate ’ [‘ He kills the animals together ’], and then again, the 
declaration — ‘ Tn place of the Ac/ntaomiya animal, there should be the 
Agniaomlya Cake, and in place of the Anubandhyd animal, the Maitrdvarufm 
Cake;’ these texts point to two vacant places (for which substitutes are 
provided). From this we understand that the declaration in regard to the 
use of Butter at the Shyena sacrifice lays down a peculiarity in regard 
to the subsidiaries performed at the time of the Juice-Extraction. [If 
Butter wore to be used, then there could not be any vacant places at 
all] ”. 

8UTRA (40). 

[Siddhanta] — Tn reality, it shovld be used at all the 

SUBSIDIARIES, AS THERE IS NO DISTINCTION. 

t 

Bhdsya, 

Rutter should bo used at all the subsidiaries of Ihe Shyena ; — why ? — 
because there is no distinction. Inasmuch as wo find no grounds for making 
a distinction, Butter should be taken as to be used a< all the subsidiaries 
of the Shyena sacrifice. 


SUTRA (41). 

As FOR ‘ INDICATIONS THEY CAN BE ACCEPTED ONLY WHEN THEY 
ARE IN ACCORDANCE WITH REASON. 

Bhdsya, 

i 

The argument urged upon the basis of ‘ indications ’ has to be rebutted. 
There is no authority (or evidence) to show that what is asser/ed regarding 
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Butter to >)e used at the Shyena applies to only those suVisidiaries that 
are performed at the time of the Juice-extraction; all that is put forward 
in support of it is that ‘ we perceive indications to that effect — But as 
a matter of fact, perception, not based upon evidence (valid means of 
knowledge), is mromj perception, as it is in the case of the mirage. — “ How 
then is there to bo the killing of animals in the middle of an action ? ” — 
Because of Reason. — “ What is the reason ? ” — The reason lies in the fact 
that by .so doing, we retain the order of sequence ; i.e. by so doing the right 
order of sequence is followed, oven in the absence of a direct injunction to 
that effect. — From all this it follows that the Butter is to be used at all 
the subsidiaries of the Shyena, 

[It is a well-known fact that such Indications can be regarded as authoritative 
only with regard to such subjects as are amenable to reasoning. The case in 
question however is one amenable to Verbal Authority only. The killing together 
of the animal is to bo done at the time of the juice-extraction, not because it is 
an accessory enjoined with special reference to that time, — but because of a 
reason pointing to that conclusion, which however docs not apply to the case of the 
Butter. This reasoning is as follows -Tlierc is an order oj sequence which, in the 
absence of any injunction, appears in the form of proximity; and this order of 
sequence would be followed if the other details are connected with the time of 
juice-extraction. — In this way, when the animals come to be killed at the time of 
the SavanlyOy the time of no animals would be passed over. - Tantrav^rtikaJ] 



Admikarana (22) : Only the ^ Savaniy a ^ Cakes should 
consist of flesh. 

SUTRA (42). 

Flesh should be lsed in place of the ‘ SavanIya’ Cakes only, 

BECAUSE OF THE SPECIFIC INJUNCTION. 

Hhastja. 

Tlioro is tlio sacrifice called ‘ f^haktjatid}naifntia ’ (the sacrifice of the 
Shdkijas)^ which continues for tliirty-six years. — Fn (*oiine?cl ion with this 
we read — ‘ At the idose of each day. tlie Master of the Ffoiise goes out 
hunting, the animals that' ho kills there, the flesh of those go to make up the 
SavanIya ( ^akes 

In regard to this, tluTo arises tla^ fjuestiou — Is flesh to lake the ]>laee of 
tlio Sarrotlifft as well as all tlu' possible Cakes ? Or of tla* Sftramiffi Cakc*s 
only ? 

The Pilrrapaksa view is as follows: — “All the Cakes should consist of 
flosh ; it. is not possible for tlie same sentence to enjoin t he fact of the 
Cakes consisting of flesh, and also to specify those Cak<*s by iikmiiis of the 
word ‘ Saratutja^ ; as in so doing, there would be a syntactical split, lienee 
w(' conclude tlia-t all the (])akes are to consist of flesh 

Fn answer to this we have the following Siddhanfa -blesh idiouM be 
used hi place of the Saijanlya Cakes only \ because thc^ words of the text— 
‘the flesh goes to make up the SavanIya.’ -clearly lay down the connection 
between the [it'sh and the Santnlya-Cake ; and the phrase ‘ the flesli b(H*omes 
the Cakes ' is a mere rehu’cncM^ to the sanu*. Kow is this so ? ” Ft is so 
becans(» ^le tcM’m * Sai'anlya " could imt be taktai as ref«>rring to all Cakes ; 
wliilc file term ‘ Cak<' ’ can v(Ty w(‘ll be taken as referring to the Hamnlya 
Cake ; it is for this reason that tlu? teriri ' (Jake ’ is taken as cofdaining a 
reference (not an Injunction ). — -From all this it follows that fleshes to be 
used in place of the Savanl>'a offerings, fried barle\', etc. -because of the 
specific injundion. 


SUTRA (43). 

“ Recourse to indirect (figurative) signification cannot be 

RIGHT, WHEN THERE IS NO PROXIMITY ”, IF THIS IS URGED 

[then THE ANSWER WOULD BE AS GIVEN IN THE 
FOLLOWING SQTRA]. 

Bh(%sya. 

If you argue as follows — “ It has been said that tlio term ‘ Cake ’ would 
contain a referonco to the SavanIya offerings ; —but as n*matter of fact the 
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term ‘ Cake ’ is never used in tlie sense of Fried barletf and sueh things ; 
and so long as a word can taken in its direct (natural) sense it cannot 
be right to take it in an indirect (figurative) sense”, — [then our answer is as 
follows]. — 

SUTRA (44). 

It is possible [to take the word in its indirect figurative sensk, 
OF indicating the ‘ SavanIya ’ offerings] ; AS it is so 
indicative in connection with the original 
PRIMARY sacrifice ; — ^JUST AS IN THE CASE 
OF the ‘ Vatraja ’ 

Bhusyn. 

In connection with the original Priinar\' sacrifice, Jtjolipfoma, wo find the 
term ‘Cak(^* used in its secondary sense and applied tr) tlu' Fried Harley and 
similar things ; on account of its being used in close proximity (to the names 
of liaise things) ; in the case in cjiiestion also, it may })o taken to bf^ similarly 
used; because here also the ‘Cakes’ are in close proximity to the term 
‘ SavanIya ’. "I’hen again, in connection with tlio Original Priniaiy, the 
word is applicable by reason of the presence of indicatives ; it is the same 
in connection with the ‘ Modification ’ also ; just as wo hav(^ such expression 
as ^ ClduHrino gachrhhanti \ " I )hvajino yachch ha nil ^ | whore men holding the 
umbrella and the flag are called ‘ Chhatrln ’ and * Dhvajin ’ beenuso of the 
presence of the umbrella and the flag which are indicative nuirks]. — Similarly 
in tile expression ' Uklliyo vairupasdmCt ekavimshali sodafthl vairdjamwCi ’ 
[‘ in the IJklhya, the sdma}i is the Vaimpu with twenty-one tilomasy and in 
the Sodashin, the mman is Vaircija ’], by reason of t he original indicative 
in the shape of the word ‘ Sdnian *, the Vairnpa-prsflm and the Vairdja- 
prplhu are understood to be meant [by the words ' vairupa-admCi ’ iuid 
‘ vai rdja-sdmd ’ ; where the terms * vaira pa-mtna ’ iind ‘ vaircija -^dmd ’ are 
taken as indirectly and figuratively inda^ating the Vairupa-prpitia and 
Vairdja^^prstha^. In the same manner, in the case in question, i\\o Sava}nya 
offerings are understood to consist of tlesh. 


End of Pdda via of Adhydya III, 
End of Adhydya III. 
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SHABARA-BHASYA 
Vol. I. 

PRELIMINARY INDEX. 


Abhikramana^ 36S. 

Acts, Primary and Secondary, 182. 

,, differentiated by number, 248 

„ „ „ name, 250. 

„ Deities, 252. 

* Adubhya \ name of Holding, 302. 
Adhvaryu performs Chamasahoma, 655. 

,, to perform the Double Acts, 

675. 

* AynAio(ra \ name of Soorifice, 133. 

„ distinct from Aghara^ 238, 

„ Monthly, 306. 

„ Life-long, 'll! 4. 

Agnidhray Mantra used at his Upas- 
thana^ 407. 

Alndrl Mantra, for approaching Gftrha- 

patya, 3S7. 

Altar, accessory of the Post, 625. 

* Amshu \ name of Holding, 302. 
jimivdsatkara, Deity not to be men- 
tioned, 430. 

Anuvakyos, subsidiary to Ajyabhaga^ 
375. 

J nnmhga^ 218. 

,, • where not permissible, 

* ApaahW' ’ eulogises the Cow, 160. 
Apurva, 175. 

,, of subsidiary acts, 222. 
Auxiliary Character, 336. 

„ Definition of, 337. 

„ Enumeration, 338. 

Arihavada, Authority, 51. 

., resembling Injunction, 05. 

,, resembling Argument, 70. 

AvMi, a distinct act, 275. 

„ brings food, 31 1 . 

Adhdna, an intlependent act, 281. 
Aghara, subsidiary to Agnihotra, 227. 

„ distinct from Ai,nihotra, 238. 
Agn^ya^ name of a Sacrifice, 142. 

„ oulogioes the^Brshmana, 158. 

„ a distinct act, 309. 


* Ayurda' -mantra — recited by Master, 

^ Agmya\ repeated mention is com- 
mendatory, 312. 

* Ajya \ Fresh Butter as, 004. 

lihakmmantrns, to he used according 
to the meaning of words, 412. 

Bhuvarthadhiknraua, 167. 

Hrahmana, defined, 204. 

Butter, fresh as Ajya — at all stibsi- 
diaries of Shyena, 600. 

Cake baked on eight pans, two slices, 
525. 

„ divided for eating, 531. 

Chamamhoinaf done by Adhvaryu, 655. 

Chamasa^ no cleansing of, 303. 

Ohamasddhvaryus, 635, 630, 637. 

Charu, cooked -offered to Soma-Indra^ 
521. 

*Chitrd \ name of a Sacrifice, 131). 

Ghitrini and other bricks, auxiliary to 
Fire, 6U4. 

Context, indication of con»ec^on with 
subsidiaries, 445. 

Cooked rice, to Soma-Jndra, 523. 

Cup, two eatings out of -dedicated to 
Jiidra-V"ayu, 544. 

Custom, authority of, 87, 108. 

Ddksdyana, etc., not distinct acts, 2S6 

Desire for Rain, pertains to the Master, 

668 . 

Details, peculiar to Primary - found 
no place in subsidiary, 088. 

Dhonna, defined, 4. 

„ means of Knowing, 7. 

„ not amenable to ordinary 

means of ^j^nowledge, 8. 

„ cognisable only by* means of 
Vedic Injunctions, S. 

Difference among acts, indicated by 
Repetition of same word, 225. 
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Different materials indicate different 
results, 255. 

Directions, distribution, ooinmenda- 
tory, 405, 

Director, different from Directed 
(Agni), 

Directing, by Adhvaryu, 682. 

* Double Acts ’, performed by 
AdhvaryUj 675. 

‘ Eight mention of — is Arthavada^ 161 . 

‘ Ekavnkya \ 213. 

Elliptical Extension, 218. 

„ ,, whore not por- 

missihle, 221. 

Embellishments of things subserve the 
Primary and also subsi«liarios, 687. 

Enquiry propounded, 1. 

Expressiveness of Vedic Sentences, 12. 

‘ Fetching of E ranch pertains to both 
Milkings, 507. 

Figurative Description based on largo 
numbc'rs, 161. 

Fire-installation, not auxiliary to Pava- 
munn, 5S4. 

Fire-installation, auxiliary to all sacri- 
fices, 586. 

Fire-laying, Quiet Singing at, 441. 

Fires, subserve all saorificos, 640. 

Flesh, in Sammya Cakes only, 698. 

Fruit -mixture, a modification of sacri- 
ficial offering, 500. 

‘ Gayatrarhchhandasnh mantra begin- 
ning ^vitl used at eating of Soma 
where several metres are used, 435. 

‘ (lold wearing of, 510. 

Grnhayrata, subsidiary to J yotUtoma, 
270. 

Grammatical Smrtis, 112. 

Havirdhana, not auxiliary to Sami- 
dhrniy 027. 

Holakddhikarana, 108. 

Horse-gift, I Hi for, 515. 

„ ,, to be performed by 

giver of Hor.se, 518. 

Implements, use restricted by connec- 
tion, 344. 

Indefinite becomes definite by capacity 
of things, 1 16. 

‘ Indrapltasya, etc. mantra to be used 
at nil eatings, 418. 


Indra should be named in mantra used 
with the Punarabhyunnita Soma, 
421. 

Indra and other deities, not named at 
eating of Pdtnivata Remnants, 424. 

Initiatory Sacrifice pertains to Agni- 
stoma, 009. 

Initiation and Fee pertain to Primary 
Sacrifice, 623. 

Jayd and other Homas are subsidiary, 
51.3. 

Jaghan't, not separated from Context, 
470. 

Jyolistomn, belongs to Ynjurveda, 44.3. 

i 

Kalpafintrn, authority not self-suffi- 
cient, 105. 

Karmia-manira, recited }>y Tlotr, 677. 

,, results accrue to sHcrificer, 68.3, 
„ *» accrue to Priests, 68.5. 

* Keeping ' pertains to Cak<i, 691 . 

Khadira-u'ood, laulle -y)ortains t»> 
Primary Sa<'rifice, 574. 

I 

j ‘Lopping’ Mfintra^ to bo used in what 

I is expressed by them, .382. 

‘Loudness’ pertains to entire Veda, 

i 

I Tjyin\-f, prohibition pertains to Sacri- 

I tlcos, 19S. 

I 

j Mailramrnna floes Reciting and 

j Directing, 6.“)3. 

! ‘ Mandrahhihhutih .... bhaksayanii ’ is 

; one Shastra, 1U5. 

i Maulrai, indicative of India to be 
used in approaching (h\rhay)a*' ya Fire, 
3S7. 

Mantra, use of, 74. 

„ not injunctive, 200. 

,, defined, 202. 

„ in two sections, to be recited 

by both persons, 672. 

Mantra, modifications, not ‘mantra', 
206. 

Mantra, expressing an act— to bo used 
at that act, 394, 390, 382. 

Master’s Functions, 659.' 

.Measure of 17 cubits applies to post, 
366. 

‘ Measuring out ’, etc. apply to Soma 
only 605. 
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Milking Vessol pertains to Archetype, 
582. 

Mlechchha usage of words authorita- 
tive, 103. 

Miisfikaratia appertains to entire 
Context, 377. 

Names of sacrifices, 125. 

Nigmla included under Yajua, 210. 

* Nirwanthm\ used in etymological 

sense, 147. 

Nhmra, boiled is for being deposited, 
29S. 

Nivita, Declaration — commendatory, 
489 

Number of Nouns, no significance, .357. 

* rarun such statements — 

(•ommendatory, 49(). 

Pan/agnikarantif suhsidiary to ’VcoPtja 
Patnlrata, 300. 

*Pnf<hn ’ Sacrifice distinct from * Soma ’ 
Sacritiee, 243. 

Pavitrn, made of Paribhojnnlya grass, 
Pavamuna, offered in uncon sec rated 
Fire, 5SS, 

Placing, Washing, etc. pertain to do 
thioe Extractions, 51)0. 

Placing, Washing, etc. to Am.^ha and 
Adahlnja, 002. 

Pmtipmls, separat(?d from Context, 
407. 

* Pmnahhrt' eulogises things, 103. 
Preparatory nets, 341. 

Prav'trgjjdf prohibited at first perform- 
ance of Jyoti stoma, 470. 

J’rimary acts, 182, 1S4. 

Priests, i^imber limited, 032. 

„ major, seventeen only, 040. 

„ functions of each, 049. 

Principal Substance, details of- appli- 
cable to Substitute, 606. 

Principal Substance, details of — pres- 
cribed Substitute, 608. 

*Prok8an%\ use in etymological sense, 
145, 

Properties like Redness restricted, 346. 

* Ptisans Share', t'» be ground oi at 

Ectj^pal sacrifices, 481. 

* Pusan's Share', only when C/iaru is 

used, 182. 

* Ptisan s Share', o»dy when offering is 

to Pusan atone, 4*4. 


‘ Quartering ’ appertains to AgnSya 
Cake only, 379. 

Rk, defined, 207. 

4 Hivik' (Priest), names not applied to 
all men engaged in Sacrifices, 642. 

‘ Rod turban etc. pertains to all 
Priests, 607. 

Remnants, Soma -to bo eaten without 
mantras, 4.31, 433. 

Remnant-offering, out of first remnant, 
.5.30. 

Remnant, to Snistakrt oat oi ghee, ij^3. 
,, none— at Sakainprasthayya, 

.510. 

Remnant-offering, none -at Saulra- 
mtnu, 541. 

Remnant, only one at Sarraprstha, 
543. 

Remnants, eating os.sential in the case 
of Soma, .54.5. 

Remnant, of Soma to be eaten by 
("np-boaring priests, 517. 

Remnant, of Soma, to bo eattm by 
Vdgatr priest, 5t0. 

Remnant, of Soma -to be eaten by 
(Ira nisi fp priesl , 553. 

Remnant, of Soma —to bo ealen by 
pronouncer of * Vastit ', 550. 

Remnant, of Sonia to be eatiMi by 
Soma-extractor, 5;57. 

Remnant, of Soma to bo eaten out of 
(’up belonging to another,* .55^. 

Remnant, of Soma —to be eaten first 
by Hotr, 500. 

Remnant, of Soma — to bo eaten on 
invitation, 502. 

Remnant, of Soma— -rocpiest to oat 
- permission for — ma<lc by mean. s of 
Vcdic words, 503. 

Remnant, of Soma— answer to request 
also -made by means of N'edic words, 
501. 

Remnant, of Soma request necessary 
for men eating out of Soma vessel, 
56.>. 

Remnant, of Soma— to lie eaten by 
Siicrificer, 560. * , 

Remnant, of Somn to be eaten by 
Rrahinaiia, at Ksattriya’s sacrifice, 
572. 
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iSacrificer, embollishments of — pertains 
to Primary Sacrifice, 618. 

Setcrificor, the seventeenth ‘ Priest*, 648. 
,, learned -alone to recite, 673. 

Sacrificial Details, to bo performed 
through Agents, 630. 

Sacrifices, names, 12o. 

Sacrifices with distinct deities and 
materials are distinct, 290. 

HjLwmka, etc. pertain to Primary an I 
subsidiaries, 620. 

Samariy defined, 203. 

Samidh^m, number 17 -pertains to 
Ectypes, ">80. 

Savanii/a cakes only of flesh, 698. 

Secondary act defined, 184. 

Services, purchasing of -the Master's 
function, 659. 

Shyena and Pd/ape/ya, porfornied by 
several priests, 657. 

Shi/flna, subsidiaries of -fresh Butter 
at, 696. 

Silence subserves Primary only, 692. 

* Soma ’ Sacrifice distinct from ‘ Pashu ’ 
Sacrifice, 243. 

‘ Soma ’, Vendor "-distinct from Priests, 
641. 

Saiihhara loads to same result as 
Nidhana, 266. 

Shdkhas, act mentioned in several — 
is the .same, 320. 

Shamil r, not distinct from major 
Priests, 63S. 

Shastra, primary, 190. 

A^hruti, higher than Smrti, 92, 

‘ Sh\pn(t \ name of a sacrifice, 136. 

Slab-cementing at Ectypes of Agni- 
Homa, 473. 

Smrti, authority of, 87. 

,, prompted by worldly motives, 
not authoritative, 96. 

Smrtiy grammatical, 112. 

SvUtakrty offerings out of all remnants, 
528. 

SoiHakrtf offerings out of all ghee, 533. 

Stuli, 190. ^ 

Suktavaka, used in Prastaraprdharana, 
396. , • 

Suktavaka Mantras, used according to 
their meaning, 400. 

Syntactical Split, Principle of, 216. 


Syntactical unit. Principle of, 213. 

Subsidiaries, connection of — indicated 
by Context, 445. 

Subsidiaries, connection of — indicated 
by Order, 447. 

Subsidiaries, connection of — vindicated 
by Name, 448. 

Subsidiaries, six means of determining, 
449. 

Tadvyapadlishanyaya, 136. 

Talprakhyanydya, 133. 

Texts dealing with the act is more 
authoritative than those dealing with 
accessories, 97. 

‘Thirty’ should not be mentioned at 
eating of Remnants, 428. 

‘ Threatorung ’ and such acts pertain 
to Man in general, 506. 

‘Touching* pertains to Primary and 
Subsidiaries, 621. 

Touching of Calf, a Preparatory act, 
295. 

Triplication of Rope pertains to all 
animals, 600. 

‘Twelve’ pertains to Ahlrut Sacri- 
fices, 465. 

Tviistra Palnwata has Paryagnikarana 
for its subsidiary, 300. 

TodHra, not named at eating of Pdtm- 
vala Remnants, 420. 

Cpaga, not distinct from major Priests, 
640. 

Upanlta, purt of entire Darttha- 
Pdruamdsa, 370. 

(Jpakarana, in connection With Agni- 
pornh/fi animal, 590. t 

Upumshuyuja, a distinct sacrifice, 231. 

‘Par/a’ denotes common thing, 145. 

Varhi, details ])ertain to Darsha- 
Vurnain~ma, 515. 

‘ Vukyafih^.f'd \ subtle doubts, 165. 

Vaikahkata appertains to all sacrifices, 
373. 

‘ V aishvadf'.va' is a name, 148. 

Foraaa and Vaikahkata appertain to 
all sacrifices, 373. 

Vdravant^ya, etc. — distinct acts, 260. 

Vdrtraghtii, subsidiary to Ajyabkagas, 
375. 

Vidhrli, to be made of ^aribhojaniya 
grass, 690. 
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Vurunif lati — by giver of Horae, 618. 

* VajapBya \ name of a sacrifice, 138. 

‘ Vakyabhfida\ 210. 

Vujapeya and ShyBna, performed by 
several Priests, 657. 

Veda, not the work of any person, 48. 

Vedic sentences expressive, 42. 

V omitting, offerings on, 521, 623. 

Washing, not a primary act, 1 83. 

Woman in courses, conversation with — 
prohibited, 608. 

Words denote classes, LL8. 

Words, etornality of, 32. 

„ to 1)6 understood in the sense 
assigned in Scriptures, UX). 


Words, Mlechchha usage - also authori- 
tative, 103. 

Words used in the Veda same as in 
common parlance, 110. 

Words like * Varhi ’ denote common 
things, 143. 

* Yajamana', figurative use in eulogy 
of grass bundle, 155. 

Yajuff, defined, 209. 

Yajufi include Nigmln^ 210. 

YiijydnuvakyuA-Kuniyu ---use of, 404. 

Yawning, details pertain to Context, 
502. 

, Yupa' eulogises the sacrificer, 159. 


. t^-6.99 
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Gaekwad’s Oriental Series 


SELECT OPINIONS 


Sylvain Levi : The Gaekwad’s Series is standing 
at the head of the many collections now pub- 
lished in India. 

Asiatic Review, London ; It is one of the best 
series issued in the East as regards the get up of 
the individual volumes as well as the able 
editorship of the series and separate works. 

Presidential Address, Patna Session of the Oriental 
Conference ; Work ofjthe same class is being 
done in Mysore, Travancore, Kashmir, Benares, 
and elsewhere, but the organisation at Baroda 
appears to lead. 

Indian Art and Letters, London ; The scientific 
publications known as the “ Oriental Series ” 
of the Maharaja Gaekwar are known to and 
highly valued by scholars in all parts of the 
world. 

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, London : 
Thanks to enlightened patronage and vigor- 
ous management the “ Gaekwad’s Oriental 
Series ” is going from strength to strength. 

Sir Jadunath Sarkar, Kt. ; The valuable Indian 
histories included in the “ Gaekwad’s Ori- 
ental Series ” will stand as an enduring 
monument to the enlightened liberality of 
the Ruler of Baroda and the wisdom of his 
advisers. 

The Times Literary Supplement, London ; These 
• studies are a valuable addition to Western 
learning and reflect great credit on the 
editor and His Highness. 





GAEKWAD’S ORIENTAL SERIES 


Critical editions of unprinted and original works of Oriental 
Literature, edited by competent scholars, and published 
by the Oriental Institute, Baroda 

T. BOOK8 PUBLLSHKD. 

Rs. A. 

1. Kavyamlmamsa : a work on poetics, by Rajasekhara 

(8S0-920 A.D.) ; edited by C. D. Dalai and It. Anaiita- 
krishna Sastry, 1916. Reissued, 1924 . . . . 2-4 

This book has bmn set as a text-book by several Universities including 
Benares, Bombay, and Patna, 

2. Naranarayanananda : a poem on the Paurinic story of 

Arjuna and Krsna's rambles on Mount Girnar, by Vas- 
tui3ala, Minister of King Viradhavala of Dholka, com- 
posed between J^amvat 1277 and 12S7, i.c., A.D. 1221 
and 1231 : edited by G. D. Dalai and R. Anantakrishna 
8astry, 1916 .. .. .. Out of print, 

3. Tarkasangraha : a work on Philosophy (refutation of 

Valsesika theory of atomic creation) by Anandaj uana 
or Anandagiri, the famous commentators on Sahkara- 
carya’s Bhasyas, who flourished in the latter half of 
the 13tli century : edited by T. M. Tripathi, 1917. Out of print. 

4. Parthaparakrama : a drama describing Arjima’s re- 

covery of the cows of King Virata, by Prahladanadeva, 
the founder of Pfilanpur and the younger brother of 
the Paramara king of Chandra vati (a state in Mfirwar), • 
and a feudatory of the kings of Guzerat, who was a * 

YuvAraja in 8amvat 1220 or A.D. 1164: editf^d by 
C. P. Dalai, 1917 . . . . . . Out of print. 

5. Rastraudhavamsa : an historical poem (Mahaka vya) 

describing the history of the Bagulas of Mayilragiri, 
from Rastraudha, king of Kanauj and the originator 
of the dynasty, to Manly ana Sh?ih of Mayilragiri, by 
Rndra Kavi, composed in Saka 1518 or A.D. 1596 : 
edited by Pandit Km bar Krishnamacharya with Intro- 
duction by C. D. Dalai, 1917 , . . . . . 1-12 

6. Linganusasana ; on Grammar, by Vfimana, who lived 

between the last quari« of the 8th century and the ^ 
first quarter of the Otli centur\ : edited by (J. D. 

Dalai, 1918 .. ^ .. 0-8 

7. Vasantavilasa : an historical poem (Mahakavya) de- 

scribing th^ life of Vastupala and the history of 



Guzerat, by Balachamlrasilri (from Modheraka or 
Modhcra in Kadi Prant, Baroda State), contemporary 
of Vastupala, composed after his death for his son in 
Samvat 1296 (A.D. 1240) : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1917 

S. Rupakasatkam : six dramas by Vatsaraja, minister of 
Pararnardideva of Ivalinjara, who lived between the 
2nd half of the 1 2th and the 1st quarter of l,‘5th cen- 
tury : edited by C. D. Dalai, 191 S 

9. Mohaparajaya : an allegorical drama describing the 
overcoming of King Moha (Temptation), or the conver- 
sion of Kumarapala, the (/halukya King of Guzerat, 
to Jainism, by Yasahpala, an officer of King Ajaya- 
deva, son of Knmjirapala, who reigned from A.D. 1229 
to 1232 : edited by Muni Chaturvijayaji with Introduc- 
tion and Appendices by C. D. Dalai, 1918 

10. Hammlramadaniardana : a drama glorifying the two 

brothers, V^astupala and Tejalipala, and their King Yira- 
dhavala of Dholka, by Jayasiii»hasuri, pupil of Vlra- 
siiri, and an Acarya of the temple of Munisuvrata 
at Broach, composed between Samvat 1276 and 1286 
or A.D. 1220 and 1239 : edited by (J. 1). Dalai, 1920 . . 

11. Udayasundarlkatha : a romance ((.'ampu, in prose and 

poetry) by Soddhala, a contem})orary of and patronised 
by the three brothers, Ohchittaraja, Nfigarjuna, and 
Mummuniraja, successive rulers of Konkan, com]>osed 
between A.D. 1026 and 1050: edited by (I 1). Dalai 
and Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya, 1920 

12. Mahavidyavidambana : a work on Nyaya P)iiloso])hy, 

by Bhatta VadTndra who lived about A.D. 1210 to 
1274 : edited by M. K. Telang, 1920 

13. Pracinagurjarakavysahgraha ; a collection of old 

Guzerat i poems dating from Pith to loth centuries 
^ , A.D. : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 

14. Kumarapalapratibodha : a biographical work in 

Prakrta, by Somaprabhacliarya, com]iosed in Sainvat 
1241 or A.D, 1195 : edited by Muni Jinav i jay aji, lt»i0 

15. Ganakarika : a work on Philosophy (Pasupata School), 

by Bhasarvajha who lived in the 2nd half of the 10th 
century : edited by G. D. Dalai, 1921 

16. Sangitamakaranda : a work on Music, by Narada : 

edited by M. K. 4'elang, 1920 . . . . 

17. Kavindr acarya List : list of Sanskrit works in the 

collection of Kavlndracarya, a Benares Pandit (1656 
A.D.): edited by li. Anantakrishna Shastry, with a 
, foreword by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, 1921 

IS. V^rahagrhyasutra : Vedic ritual (domestic) of the 
* Yajurveda: edited by Dr. it. Shamasastry, 1920 

19. Lekhapaddhati : a collection of models of state and pri- 
vate documents, dating from 8th to 15th centuries A.D. : 


Rs. A. 
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edited by C. D. Dalai and G. K. Shrigondekar, 

1925 . . . . . . . . . . 2-0 

20. Bhavisayattakaha or Pancamlkaha : a romance in 

Apabhraiiisa language, by Dlianapjila (circa 12th cen- 
tury) : edited by O. D. Dalai and Dr. V. 1). (tune, 1923 0-0 

21. A Descriptive Catalogue of the Palm-leaf and Im- 

portant Paper MSS. in the Bhandars at Jessal- 
mere, com]3ilcd bv C. D. Dalai and edited bv Pandit 

L. B. Candhi, 1023 . . . . ' . . 3-4 

22. Parasuramakalpasutra : a work on Tantra, with com- 

mentary by Ramesvara : edited by A. Mahadeva 
Sastry, B.A., 1923 . . . . Out of print. 

23. Nityotsava : a supplement to the Paras urn in akal])asntra 

by Dmanandanatha : edited by A. Mahadeva Sastry, 

B.A., 1923. Second revised edition by Swami '^firvik- 
rama Tirtha, 1930 . . . . . . 5-0 

24. Tantrarahasya : a work on the Prabhakara School 

of Purvamimariisa, by Ramanujacarya : edited by Dr. 

R. Shamasastry, 1923 . . . . . . 1-S 

25. 32. Samarahgana : a work on architecture, town- 

idanning, and engineering, by king Bhoja of Dhara 
(11th century) : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya T. 
Ganapati Shastri, Ph.D. Illustrated. 2 vols., 1924-1925 1 0-0 

20, 41 . Sadhanamala : a Buddhist Tjintric text of rituals, 
dated 1105 A.D., consisting of 312 small works, com- 
posed b>" distinguished writers : edited by Benoytosh 
Bhattacharvva, M.A., Ph.D. Illustrated. 2 vols., 1925- 
192S ■ .. .. .. .. 14-(» 

27. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the (^lentral 
Library, Baroda : compiled by G. K. Shrigondekar, 

M. A., and Iv. S. Ramaswami Shastri, with a Preface 

by B. Bhattacharvva, Ph.D., in 12 vols., vol. 1 (\'cda, 
Vedalaksana, and Ujianisads), 1925 .. * 0#0 

2S. Man&sollasa or Abhilasitarthacintamani : an ency- 
clapicdic work treating of one hundred di/Terent tof)ics 
connected with the Royal household and tlic Royal 
court, by Somes varadeva, a (Jhalukya king of the 1 2th 
century : edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols., 
vol. 1,1925 \. .. .. .. 2-12 

29. Nalavilasa : a drama by Ramachandrasuri, ])upil of 

Hemachandrasiiri, describing the Paiiranika story of 
Nala and Damavaiiti : edited bv G. K. Shrigondekar, 

M.A., and L. B. Gandhi, 1926 ‘ . . . . 2-4 

30, 31. Tattvasangraha : a Buddhist philosophical work 

of the Stii century, b. Santaraksita, a Professor at 
Nalandti with Pahjika (commentary) by his disciple 
Kamalasila, dso a Professor at Niilanda : edited *by 
Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya with a Foreword 
by Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D., 2 vols., 1926 . . 24-0 
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33,34. Mirat-i-Ahmadi : by Ali Mahammad Khan, the 
last Moghul Dewan of Gujarat: edited in the original 
Persian by Syed Nawab Ali, M.A., Professor of Persian, 
Baroda (College, 2 vols., illustrated, 1926-1928 . . 19-8 

35. Manavagrhyasutra : a work on Vedio ritual (domestic) 

of the Yajurveda with the Bhasya of Astavakra : 
edited with an introduction in Sanskrit by Pandit 
Ramakrishiia Harshaji Sastri, with a Preface bv Prof. 

B. C. Lelc, 1926 . . . . . . . . 5-0 

36. Natyasastra : of Bharata with the commentary of 

Abhinavagupta of Kashmir : edited by M. Ramakrishiia 
Kavi, M.A., 4 vols., vol. I, illustrated, 1926 . . 6-0 

37. Apabhraihsakavyatrayf : consisting of three works, 

the CarcarT, Upadesarasayana, and IvJilasvarupakulaka, 
by Jinadatta Siiri (12th century) with .commentaries : 
edited with an elaborate introduction in Sanskrit by 

L. B. Gandhi, 1927 . . . . . . 4-0 

3S. Nyayapravesa, Part I (Sanskrit Text) : on Buddhist 

Logic of Dihnaga, witli commentaries of Haribhadra 
Siiri and Pars vadeva : edited by Principal A. B. Dhruva, 

M. A., LL.B., Pro-Vice-(^hancellor, Hindu University, 

Benares, 1930 . . . . . . . . 4 -0 

39. Nyayapravesa, Part 11 (Tibetan Text): edited with 

introduction, notes, appendices, etc., by Pandit Vidhu- 
sekhara Bhattacharyya, Principal, Vulyabhavana, Vis- 
vabharati, 1927 .. .. .. .. IS 

40. Advayavajrasangraha : consisting of twenty short 

works on Buddhist philosophy by Advayavajra, a Bud- 
dhist savant belonging to the 11th century A.I)., 
edited bv Mahamahopadhvava Dr. Haraprasad Sastri, 

M.A., C.'l.E., Hon. D.Litt.; 1927 . . . . 2 -0 

42. 60. Kalpadrukosa : standard work on Sanskrit l^exico- 

graphy, by Kesava : edited with an elaborate introduc- 
^ tion by the late Pandit Ramavalara Sharma, 

• Sah'tyacharya, M.A., of Patna and index by Pandit 
Shrikant Sharma, 2 vols., vol. 1 (text), vol. 11 (iiubx), 
1928-1932 .. .. .. 14-0 

43. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement : by Ali Muhammad 

Khan. Translated into English from the original 
Persian by Mr. C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. {reMrod), and Prof. 

Syed Nawab Ali, M.A. Illustrated. (?orrccted reissue, 

1928 . . _ . . . . . . . . 6 8 

44. Two Vajrayana Works : comprising Prajhopfiyavinis- 

cayasiddhi of Anahgavajra and fTiiiinasiddhi of Indra- 
bhiiti — two imi)ortant Avorks belonging to the little 
known "Fantra school of Buddhism (8th century 
A.D.) : edited by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1929 . . 3-0 

45. Bhavapraka^ana : of Saradatanaya, a comprehensive 

woi*k on Dramaturgy and Rasa, belonging to 
A.T). 1175-1250; edited by His Holiness Yadugiri 
Yatiraja Swami, Melkot, and K. S. Ramaswami Sastri, 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1929 . . * " . . 7-0 
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40. Ramacarita : of Abhinaiida, Court poet of Haravarsa 
probably the same as Devapala of the Pala Dynasty of 
Bengal (cir. 9th century A.I).) : edited by K. S. Uama- 
swami 8astri, 1929 . . . . . . 7-8 

47. Nanjarajayasobhusana ; by Nrsiihhakavi alia.s Abili- 

na va Kalidasa, a work on Sanskrit Poetics and relates 
to the glorification of Nanjaivija, son of Virabhfijia of 
Mysore: edited by Pandit E. Krishnamach ary a, 1930 5-0 

48. Natyadarpana : on dramaturgy, by Rnmacandra Silri 

with his own commentary : edited by Pandit L. B. 

Candhi and G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A. 2 vols., vol. I, 

1929 .. .. .. .. ..4-8 

49. Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from 

Chinese Sources : containing the English translation 
of Sntdmsira of Aryadeva, l^ibetan text and J^higlish 
translation of V i{jmha-vyavartani of Nagarjiina aiul the 
re-translation into Sanskrit from (’hi nose of Ujidyahr- 
dwja and Tarfeamstra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci, 

1930 . . . . . . . . 9-0 

50. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement : Persian text giving 

an account of Guzerat, by Ali Muhammad Khan : 
edited by Sved Nawab Ali, M.A., Principal, Bahaud- 
din (Jollege, Jimagadh, 1930 . . . . . . 6- 0 

51. Trisastisalakapurusacaritra : of Hemacandra, trans- 

lated into English with copious notes by Dr, Helen 
M, Johnson of Osceola, Missouri, IJ.8.A. 4 vols., vol. I 

(Adisvaracaritra), illustrated, 1931 . , . . 15-0 

52. Dandaviveka : a comx^rehensive Penal Code of the 

ancient Hindus by Vardhamana of the 15th century 
A.D. : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Kamala Krsna 
Smrtitirtha, 1931 .. .. .. .. S-S 

53. Tathagataguhyaka or Guhyasamaja : tlie earliest and • 

the most authoritative work of the Tantra School of 
the Buddhists (3rd century A.D.) : edited by B. Bliatta- 
cAaryya, Ph. D., 1931 . . . . . . 4-4 

54. Jayakhyasarhhita ; an authoritative Paficaratra work 

of the 5th century A.D., highly respected by the South 
Indian Vaisnavas : edited by Pandit E. Krishnama- 
charyya of \adtal, witli one illustration in nine colours 
and a Eoreword by B. Bliattacharyya, Ph.D., 1931 .. 12-0 

55. Kavyalahkarasarasamgraha ; of Lulbhata with the 

commentary, probably the same as Ud bhataviveka of 
Rajanaka 'Jllaka (11th century A.D.): edited by K. S. 
Ramaswami Sastri, . . . . . . 2-0 

.50. Parananda Sutra: an ancieni 'Luitric work of the* 
Hindus in Sutra form giving details of many jiraetitjcs , 
and rites of .a new School of Tantra : edited by Swami 
Trivikrama Tirtha with a Fcjrewurd by B. Bliatta- 
charyya, Ph.D., 1931 


3-0 
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ryl. Ahsan-ut-Tawarikh : history of the Safawi Period of 
Persian History, 15th and 16th centuries, by Hasan- 
i-lliimlu : edited by C. N. Seddon, F.O.S. (retired), 

Reader in Persian and Marathi, University of Oxford. 

^ vols., vol. I (text), 1932 . . . . . . lb-0 

58. Padmananda Mahakavya : giving the life history of 

Hsabhadeva, the first Tirthankara of the Jainas, by 
Amarachandra Kavi of the 13th century : edited by 
H. II. Kapadia, M.A., 1932 .. .. .. 14-0 

59. Sabdaratnasamanvaya : an interesting lexicon of the 

Nanartha class in Sanskrit compiled by tlie Maratha 
King Sahaji of Tanjore: edited by Pandit Vitthala 
Sastrl, Sanskrit Pathasala, Raroda, with a Foreword by 
B. Bhattaeharyya, l^h.l)., 1932 .. .. 11-0 

61. !§aktisahgama Tantra : a voluminous compendium of 

th(^ Hindu 'I’antra comprising four books on KalT, Tara, 
Sundarl and Chhinnamastii : edited by B, Bhatta- 
charyya, Pli.D., 4 vols., vol. 1, Kallkhanda, 1932 2-S 

62. Prajnaparamitas ; commeniaries on the Prajnapara- 

miia, a Buddhist philosopliical work: CMlitecl by 
(liuseppc Tucci, Member, Italian Academy, 2 voLs., 
vol. 1, 1 932 . . . . , . . . 12- 0 

63. Tarikh-i-Mubarakhshahi : an authentic and (juutem- 

X^orary acc'oiint of the kings f)f the Saiyyi<l J^ynasty of 
Delhi: translated into English from original I Persian by 
Kamal Krishna Basil, M.A., Professor, (\)llego, 

Bhagalpur, with a Foreword })y Sir Jadnnath Sarkar, 

Kt., 1932 .. .‘. .. .. 7-S 

64. Siddhantabindu : on V'ediinta x)hilosophv, by Madhusu- 

dana Sarasvati with commentary of Purusottama : 
edited by P. C. Divanji, M.A., LL.M., 1933 . . 11-0 

()5. Istasiddhi ; on Vedanta philosox)hy, by Vimuktatma, 

* disciple of Avyayntma, with tlie author's own comment- 
ary : edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Professor 
of Sanskrit, Maliaraja’s College, Mysore, 1933 .» 11-0 

()6. Sabara-Bhasya : on tlie Mimanisii Sutras of »Jaiinini: 
Translated into English by Mahrimahox)adhyaya Dr. 
Gaiiganath Jha, M.A., D.Ifitt., etc., V^ice-('hancellor. 
University of Allahabad, in 3 vols., vol. 1, 1933 . . 16 -0 

67. Sanskrit Texts from Bali: comprising a large num- 
ber of Hindu and Buddhist ritualistic, religious and 
other texts recovered from the islands of .lava and Bali 
with comparisons : edited bv Professor Svlvain Levi, 

1933 ,, .. .. .. 3-8 

• 

. II. B00K8 IN THE I’RESS. 

1. Natyasastra : edited by M. llamakrishna Kavi, 4 vols., 
vol. II. « • 
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2. Manasollasa or Abhilasitarthacmtarnani, edited by (J, K. 

Shrigoiidekar, M.A., 3 vols., vol. 11. 

3. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Jain Bhan- 

dars at Pat tan : edited from the notes of tlic late 
Mr. C. D. Dalai, M.A., by L. B. (Jandhi, 2 vols. 

4. Portuguese Vocables in Asiatic Languages : trans- 

lated into Dnglish from Poriugnese b\' Prof. A, X. 
Soares, M.A., J^L.B., Baroda College, Baroda. 

5. Alarnkaramahodadhi : a famous work on Sanskrit 

Poetics cortiposed by Narendraprabha Sfiri at the 
request of Minister Vastupiila in 122(5 A.I). : edited by 
Lalehandra B. Candhi of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

(). Suktimuktavall : a well-known Sanskrit work on 
Anthology, of Jalhana, n contemporary of King Krsna 
of the Northern Yii/lava Dynasty (A.D. 1247): erlite<l 
by T\andit K. Krishnamacharya, Sanskrit Pathasala, 
Vadtal. 

7. Ahsan-ut-Tawarikh : history of the Safawi period of 
Persian 11 istory : edited by C, N. Seddon, (retired), 

University of Oxford, 2 vols., vol. H (Bnglish transla- 
tion). 

S. Kavyainlmaiiisa : A Sanskrit work on Poetics of Ra jase- 
khara : third revised edition by K. S. Ramaswaini 
Shastri of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

9. Sabara-Bhasya : on the Minnliiisa Sutras of daimini : 
Translated into Knglish by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. 
(ianganath Jha, M.A., D.Iatt., etc., V'icc-(1iancellor, 
University of Allahabad, in 3 vols., vol. II. 

10. Ganitatilakavrtti : of Sripati with the commentary of 

Siinhatilaka, a non-Jain work on Aritlnnetie and 
Algebra with a Jain commentary: edited by 11. B. 
Kapadia, M.A. • 

11. Nahayana Sataka : a devotional ])oem of high literary 

fiierit by X’idyakara >\ ith the commentary of Pllambara : 
edit(Ml hy Pandit Slirikant Sliarma. 

12. Dvadasaranayacakra : an ancient ])oleniical treatise 

giving a resume of the differenl- ])hiiosophical systems 
with a refutation of the same from tlicj Jaiii stand- 
point by Mallavadi Snri with a coTniiunitarv by 
Simhasuri Ciani: edited by Muni Caturvijayaji. 

13. Nayakaratna : a commentary on the Nyayaratnamala 

of Piirthasarathi Misra hy Ramanuja of the PridJiakara 
School: edited hy K. S. Bamaswami Sastri of the 
Oriental Institute, Ba. Ma. • 

14. Rajadharma-Kaustubha : an elaborate Smrti work on 

Rajadharma. Bajaniti and tlic requirements of kings,* 
hy Anahtadeva : edited by Mahamaliopadliyaya Kamala 
Krishna 45mrtitirtha. 
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III. BOOKS UNDER PREPARATION. 

1. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 

Institute, Baroda : compiled by the Library staff, 12 
vols., vol. 11 (Srauta, Dharma, and Grhya Sutras). 

2. Prajnaparamitas : commentaries on the Prajnapara- 

mitiX, a Buddhist philosophical work: edited by Prof. 
Giuseppe Tucei, 2 vols., vol. II. 

tl. I§aktisangama Tantra : comprising four books on Kali, 
Tara, Sundarl, and Chhinnamasta : edited by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 4 vols., vol. II. 

4. Natyadarpana : introduction in Sanskrit giving an 

account of the antiquity and usefulness of the In- 
dian drama, the different theories on Rasa, and an ex- 
amination of the problems raised b^'^ the text, by 
L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. II. 

5. Gandavyuha : a Buddhist work describing the history 

of Sudhana in search of perfect knowlcclge, and the 
exjdoits of ^Mafijusri (.‘Ird century A.D.) : edited by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 2 vols. 

li. Gurjararasavall : a collection of sev^eral old (lujarati 
Rasas: edited by Messrs. B. K. Thakore, M. D. Desai, 
and M. (J. ]\lodi. 

7. Parasurama-Kalpasutra : an important work cm Tantra 
with the (‘ommentary of Ramesvara: sc^eond revised 
edition by Swaini Trivikrama 'Firtlia. 

«S. Tarkabhasa : a work on Buddhist Logic, by Moksjikara 
(Rjpta of tlie Jagaddala monastery: edited with a 
Sanskrit commentary by Paiiflit Embar Krishnama- 
charya of \'adtal. 

\). Trisastisalakapurusacaritra : of Ilemacandra: trans- 
lated into English by Dr. Helen M. rlolmson, 4 vols., 
^ols. II IV. 

10. Madhavanala-Kamakandala : a romance in old \\’este 4 *n 

Rajasthani by Gana[)ati, a Kayastha from Amod : 
edited by M. R. Majumdar, M.A., LL.B. * 

11. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 

Institute, Baroda: corTij)iled by the Library staff, 12 
vols., vol. Ill (Sinrti MSS.). 

12. An Alphabetical List of MSS. in the Oriental Insti- 

tute, Baroda: (lompilcd from the existing card cata- 
logue by K. Rangaswamy, Superintendent, Printed 
Section. 

13. Pracina Gurjara Kavya Sarhgraha : explanatory and 

linguistic notes on the texts printed as No. 13: by 
B. B. Mehta, in 2 vols. 

14. ChhaRkammuvaeso : an Ai)abhramsa work of the Jains 

containing didactic religious teachings: (iditerl by 
L. B. (ilandhi, Jain l^uidit. 
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15. Samrat Siddhanta : tlie well-known work on Ast ro- 

nomy of Jagannatha Ramlit: critically eilitcd with 
numerous diagrams by Pandit Kedar Nath, Rajjyotisi, 
Jaix>ur. 

16. Vimalaprabha : the famous commentary on the Kala- 

cakra Tantra and t.h(^ most important work of the 
Kalacakra School of the Buddhists : etlited with enm- 
parisons of the Tibetan and ( 'hiiiese version by (dusej)pc 
'rucci of tlie Italian Academy. 

17. Prajhaparamitas : cotnmeniaries on the Prainapara- 

inita, the RibJe of the Mahayaiia Buddhists: edited by 
(diiseppe Tucci, in 2 vols., v<d. 11. 

15. Nispannayogambara Tantra : describing a large 

number of mandalas or magic, circles ami numerous 
deities : edited by B. Rhattacharyya. 

16. Basatin-i-Salatin : a contemporary account of tlie 

Sultans of Bijapur: translated into English by Al. A. 

Kazi of the Baroda College and B. Bhattacharyya. 

20. Saktisangama Tantra: a voluminous ({ompendium of 

Hindu Tantra (tomprisiiig four books on Kali, Tara, 
Sundari, aiul Chinnamasta : edited by B. Bhattacharyya, 

4 vols., vols. 1 1-IV. 

21. Sahara -Bhasya : on the Mimamsa Sutras of Jaimini: 

translated into English by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. 
Gaiigiinath rlha, 3 vols,, vols. IJ-Ill. 

22. Madana Maharnava : a Snirti work principally dealing 

with the doctrine of Karinavipaka composed during 
the reign of Mandhata sou of ^ladanapala : edited by 
Embar Krishnainacharya. 

23. Harhsa-vilasa : of Hairisa Bhiksii forms an elaborate* 

defence of the various mystic j^ractices and worship : 
edited bv Swami Trivikraiua Tirtha. 


T^'or fiLTther particulars pJe?ase communicate 
with — 

1"hb Director, 

Oriental Institute, Baroda. 
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THM GAEKWAD’8 STUDIES IN RELIGION AND 
PHILOSOPHY. 


Rs. A. 

1. The Comparative Study of Religions: [Contents: 

I, the sources and nature of religious truth. TI, super- 

natural beings, good and bad. Ill, the soul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. TV, sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religious practices. VI, the emo- 
tional attitude and religious ideals] : by Alban A. 
Widgery, M.A., 1922 . . . . . . i5_o 

2. The Philosophy and Theology of Averroes : [Contents : 

T, a decisive discourse on the delineation of the relation 
between religion and philosophy. la, on the problem 
of eternal knowledge which Averroes has mentioned in 
his decisive discourse. IT, an exposition of the 
methods of arguments concerning the doctrines of 
the faith] : bv Mohammad Jamil-ur-Rahrnan, M.A., 

1921. (Cloth Rs. 5) . . . . . . 3-0 

.‘1. Religious and Moral Teachings of A1 Ghazzali: 
[Contents : I, the nature of man. II, human freedom 
and responsibility. HI, pride and vanity. IV, friend- 
ship and sincerity. V, the nature of love and man’s 
highest happiness. VI, the unity of God. Vll, the 
love of God and its signs. VI T I, riza or joyous sub- 
mission to His will] : translated by Syed Nawab Ali, 

M.A., 1921 .. .. 2-0 

4. Goods and Bads : being the substance of a series of 
talks and discussions with II.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad 
of Baroda. [Contents: introduction. 1, physical values. 

II, intellectual values. HI, aesthetic values. IV, 
moral value. V, religious value. VI, the good life, its 
unity and attainment] : by Alban G. Widgery, M.A., 

1920. (Library edition Rs. 5) .. .. 3-0 

ii. Immortality and other Essays : [Contents : T, philos- 
> ophy and life. II, immortality. Ill, morality and 
religion. IV, Jesus and modern culture. V. the 
psychology of Christian motive. VI, free Catholicism 
and non-Christian Religions. V 1 1, Niet/.sche and 
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. VIII, Sir Oliver 
Lodge on science and religion. IX, the value of con- 
fessions of faith. X, the idea of resurrection. XT, 
religion and beauty. XI L, religion and history. 

XI II, principles of reform in religion]: by Alban G. 

Widgery, M.A., 1919. (Cloth Rs. 3) . . . . 2-0 

I). Confutation of Atheism : a translation of the TIadis-i- 
HalUa or the tradition of the Myrobalan Fruit : tiana- 
lated by Vali Mohammad Chhanganbhai Mom in, 1 918 . . . 0-14 

s 

Conduct of Royal Servants : being a collection of verses 
^rom the Viramitrodaya with their translations in 
English, Gujarati, and Marathi: by B. Bhattacharvya, 

M.A.. Ph.D. ‘ 




SELLING AGENTS OF THE GAEKWAD’S ORIENTAL SERIES 

England 


Messrs. Luzac & Co., 46, (heat Russell Street, London. 
W.C. 1. 

Messrs. Arthur Probsthain, 41, Great Russell Street. 
London, W.C. 1. 

Messrs. Deighton Bell & Co., 13 & 30, IVinity Street, 
Cambridge. 

Germany 

Messrs. Otto liarrassowitz, Buohhandlung und Anti- 
quariat, Querstrasse 14, Leipzig, (A 1. 

Aufilria 

Messrs. Gerold & Co., Stefansplatz 8, Vienne. 

Calcutta 

Messrs. The Book Co., Ltd., 4/3, (^allege Square. 

Messrs. Thacker Spink & Co., 3, Esplanade East. 

Benares City 

Messrs. Braj «husan Das & Co., 40 5, Thathari Bazar. 

Lahore 

]V|essrs. Mehrchand Lachmandass, Sanski it Book Depot, 
• Said Mitha Street. 

Messrs. Motilal Banarsidass, Punjab Sanskrit Hook 
Depot, Said Mitha Street. 

Bombay 

Messrs. Taraporevala & Sons, Kitab Mahal, Hornby 
Road. 

Messrs. Gopal Narayan & Co., Kalbadevi Road. 
Messrs. N. M. Tripathi & Co., Kalbadevi Road. 

Poona 

Orieni^al Book Supply Agency, 16, Shukrawar Peth. 





